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Preface 


T he “Theology of the Old Testament” is still a young branch 
of studies, indeed it is one of the youngest of the disciplines of 
Biblical studies. It would not take long to relate the basic outline 
of its history, which dates from the end of the eighteenth and the 
beginning of the nineteenth century. The remarkable thing in this con¬ 
nexion is that no agreement has been reached up to now as to what 
really is the proper subject of such a theology of the Old Testament. If 
this were not so, how could it be possible that under one and the same 
title such different works could be offered as the “Theology of the Old 
Testament” by E. Jacob or Th. C. Vriezen on the one hand, and on the 
other, the one offered in this book? The characteristic thing in today’s 
situation, in my opinion, is the surprising convergence-indeed the 
mutual intersection-which has come about during the last twenty or 
thirty years between introductory studies and Biblical theology. It is 
not so very long ago that a theology of the Old Testament could learn 
very little beyond questions of date and of this and that in matters of 
form from those introductory studies which were working mainly on 
the lines of literary criticism. At that time a theology which wanted to 
be more than an historical picture of the Religion of Israel (in agreement 
with L. Kohler) could unfold itself along the lines of the scientific con¬ 
cepts of theology, anthropology, and soteriology. But that was 
changed when, inspired by GunkeTs investigation of literary classes, 
research met with norms of sacral law, various cultic texts, rituals, 
liturgies, and, in particular, with very ancient credal formulae, that is, 
with insights which were of central importance for the theological 
understanding of the Old Testament. Has it not almost always been the 
case that when changes or new things from the point of view of form 
were met with, they corresponded to changed or completely new theo¬ 
logical facts? The history of tradition has taught us in a new way to 
see in the three gigantic works of the Hexateuch, the Deuteronomistic 
history, and the Chronicler’s history, the most varied forms of the 
presentation of God’s history with Israel in its different strata. It has 
also shown how Israel was at all times occupied with the task of under¬ 
standing her history from the point of view of certain interventions by 
God, and how what God had rooted in the history presented itself in 
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different ways in every age. Does this not set new tasks before a 
theology of the Old Testament? And if there is any truth in the recogni¬ 
tion that the whole of the Hexateuch is built upon a very few ancient 
credal statements which became constitutive for the Israel of all ages, 
then this is so important that a theology of the Old Testament would 
practically have to start out from this fact. Thus the things which have 
helped us on our way have not been any particular theological impulses : 
rather, a new attention to the formal structure of Israel’s statements and 
her literary heritage, as well as a more appropriate analysis of the books 
of the Old Testament and the traditions incorporated in them, taught 
us to see more clearly what is the only possible subject of a theology of 
the Old Testament. However, the obvious idea of giving a history of 
the credal statements of Israel in chronological sequence soon proves 
impracticable. Admittedly, it is possible to see in the Hexateuch alone 
tremendous differences in the structure of the traditions and accordingly 
in their theological formulation as well, but if we try to determine the 
age of these traditions, we are seldom able to advance beyond very 
general datings, if we are not in fact altogether in the dark. And what 
we know about the localities and the representatives of the various 
groups of tradition bears no comparison either with the real wealth of 
special formulations and theological concepts which we find collected 
in the major source documents. To have to abandon an historical pre¬ 
sentation of Israel’s credal statements has the advantage that we are 
able to let the material stand in those contexts in the saving history in 
which it was arranged by Israel. And in this way there comes more 
clearly into our field of vision that part of Israel’s theological activity 
which is probably one of its most important and interesting ones, 
namely those ever new attempts to make the divine acts of salvation 
relevant for every new age and day-this ever new reaching-out to and 
avowal of God’s acts which in the end made the old credal statements 
grow into such enormous masses of traditions. A theology which 
attempts to grasp the content of the Old Testament under the heading 
of various doctrines (the doctrine of God, the doctrine of man, etc.) 
cannot do justice to these credal statements which are completely tied 
up with history, or to this grounding of Israel’s faith upon a few divine 
acts of salvation and the effort to gain an ever new understanding of 
them. 

The theological part of this book is preceded by a short historical 
one, which sketches at least the most important sacral institutions of 


ancient Israel and the various phases in the history of her faith. This 
first part, which does not attempt even in the slightest degree to picture 
the history of faith and cult in ancient Israel in all its complexity, is 
merely intended to show those subjects, the knowledge of which is pre¬ 
supposed by the second part, in their historical connexions. This, and 
the lay-out of this book as such, resulted in the fact that subjects of 
importance had to be dealt with more than once. But it may not be 
felt to be a complete disadvantage if the reader gets a theological picture 
of one and the same thing in various aspects and different contexts. 

Within the scope of a theology of the historical traditions there can 
be no mention of the prophets, as the characteristic thing about their 
proclamation is that they deny the efficacy of the old divine actions for 
their contemporaries, and that they perceive God’s rising up to com¬ 
pletely new acts in history in their time (see pp. 66fF.,i27f.). The theology 
of the prophetic tradition will therefore have to be treated in a different 
connexion. This second volume, which I hope to present in the not too 
distant future, is intended also to end with several basic theological 
reflexions upon the Old Testament. Of course nowadays, and least of 
all in our situation where everyone still looks so very much to his own 
way only, no one man is able to write a theology of the Old Testament 
which would even in part exhaustively comprise the scope of what is 
essential and important; but perhaps it is possible to indicate a way which 
might sooner or later lead to a more comprehensive understanding of 
the Old Testament. 

I have still to acknowledge here the unwearied co-operation of two 
of my former students, Herr Vikar E. Haller (Neuendettelsau), who 
undertook the great task of checking the manuscript as well as the 
reading of all the proofs, and my assistant Herr cand. theol. K. Schwan 
(Sandhausen), who checked the immense number of Scripture refer¬ 
ences and collected them into an index, and who also carefully helped 
to read the proofs. To both, I owe much gratitude for their generous 
help. 

Heidelberg, Mayigs? Gerhard von Rad 






Transla tor^s N ote 


Contents 


As the author has translated all Scripture quotations direct from 
Hebrew into German, I have similarly translated them direct, keeping 
as close as possible to the Revised Standard Version. In chapter and 
verse numbering, the Hebrew Old Testament is followed, and where 
this is different from the numbering in the English Versions of the 
Bible, the latter is given in square brackets. 

I wish to express my indebtedness for the help they gave me in 
various ways to the Rev. Jean B. Robson, M.A., Miss Elizabeth M. 
Gourlay, M.A., Miss Elizabeth B. E. Kinniburgh, B.D., and Erl. 
Wilhelmine de Filippi; to Professor von Rad, for a number of sug¬ 
gestions; and not least to Messrs. Oliver dc Boyd, for their continual 
kindness and forbearance. 

D. M. G. Stalker 
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PART ONE 


A History of] ahwism and of the Sacral Institutions 
in Israel in Outline 


C HAPTER A 


ORIGINS 


T he primary sources for the history of the religion and worship 
of ancient Israel lie within the Old Testament exclusively. In it 
is to be found, in addition, a coherent presentation of the early 
history of Israel, a picture which, in spite of many gaps, is on the whole 
impressively complete, and which takes the course of history from the 
people’s earliest ancestor 3 o^ through the origin of Israel as a people 
to its settlement in Canaan. In much of its detail this picture succumbed 
to the onset of Biblical criticism. Many of the narratives, especially 
those dealing with the patriarchal and the Mosaic ages, came to be 
recognised as legendary in character, and in consequence appeared to 
be documents which could not be directly utilised in an exact recon¬ 
struction of historical events. Deep inroads had also been made by the 
literary analysis of the Pentateuch, which results in the distribution of 
this picture of Israel’s early history over several major source-docu¬ 
ments, which often diverge considerably in details, and the oldest of 
which, the Jahwist, dating from the early monarchical period, at best 
recounts 300 years at least after the events what took place prior to the 
settlement in Canaan. Nevertheless, following Wellhausen, even 
scholars whose approach was highly critical still clung substantially to 
the unilinear sequence of events represented by the bondage in Egypt, 
Sinai, the wandering in the wilderness, and the entry into Canaan; they 
also regarded Moses as Israel’s authoritative leader throughout these 
stages.^ But a complete change has come over this picture as the result 
of the investigation of the history of traditions; and this has only been 
brought into full play in our own time. In spite of its often very 
thoroughgoing criticism, previous historical research nevertheless still 
believed it possible to grasp the actual historical course of events, in its 
basic features at any rate, by a more or less immediate penetration 
behind the literary presentation. But this has turned out to be mistaken, 
since what lies at the back of the picture offered in the Hexateuch is still 
far from being the actual historical course of events, but is once again 


^Soe.g. H. Gressmann, Mose sdne ZezV, Gottingen 1913 . 
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only certain interpretations and conceptions of older traditions which 
originate in milieux very different from one another and which must 
also be judged, from the point of view of form-criticism, as completely 
diverse. In the era now past, the main question for the critical examina¬ 
tion of the Old Testament, and especially of the origins of Israel, was, in 
spite of its recognition of the legendary character of the older and 
oldest traditions, the question as to the content (the “what”) of the 
record, the question as to the historical course of events. It was a right 
and proper question, but, as is evident to us today, it was put to the 
text too soon, since with every single unit of tradition the first questions 
which should occupy us are these: Who is reporting it? What is the 
standpoint of the report, and what is the reporter’s probable historical 
and theological position? What led him to report as he did? With what 
viewpoint and tradition is he aligning himself? In a word, we are 
encountering sacral traditions of the most varied kinds, each of which 
demands its own special form of examination if we are to arrive at the 
historical fact reported. As a result, the presentation of events in the 
major source-documents J and E is, it seems to us, itself the conclusion 
and the internal balancing up of a long process of transmission; each 
of the individual narrative units which are now joined together in the 
main sources has a long history behind it, in the course of which it has 
been subjected to a variety of processes of reminting, and so re¬ 
interpreted as to be made relevant in up-to-date preaching. The units 
were, to begin with, completely independent. Then, as a general rule, 
they were absorbed into one of the larger blocks of traditions, e.g. 
those dealing with the patriarchal history, the events at Sinai, the 
wandering in the wilderness, etc., and were adapted to them. Then these 
blocks were themselves co-ordinated, although this again was not deter¬ 
mined by the actual historical course of events, since that had long 
passed out of memory; its basis was rather a preconceived theological 
picture of the saving history already long established in the form of a 
cultic confession. As a result, for us the road from the picture given in 
the source documents back to actual history has turned out to be much 
longer, since the sources’ simple picture, which the pioneers of literary 
analysis took as the starting-point of their investigations, has now to be 
seen as an end-stage, in which a long process of interpretation of 
Israel’s early history came finally to rest. Here everything is shaped by 
faith; even the association of the events into a grand path of salvation 
is not merely historical record, but is in itself already an acknowledg- 
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ment of the leadership of God. This history of the traditions before 
they reach their final form in the written sources comprises an incalcul¬ 
ably diversified chapter of Israel’s theology. In general, even the 
simplest fusion of two originally independent units of tradition was in 
itself already a process of theological interpretation. And, in the course 
of time, what masses of traditions were welded together to form these 
blocks ! The chief points of this complex history of theological interpre¬ 
tation which has led to what we have before us in the documentary 
sources will be dealt with later, in the section entitled “The Theology 
of the Hexateuch.” 

It is thus the destruction of the ordered framework of the Hexateuchal 
tradition that makes discovery of the history in this early period par¬ 
ticularly (Bffiralt for us today; for, although previously the legendary 
character of many of the individual traditions was fully recognised, 
it was still believed that the great framework (the period of the 
patriarchs-the oppression in Egypt-the Exodus-the Revelation 
at Sinai-thewandering in the Wildemess-the Conquest) yielded a 
fairly reliable indication of the course of the history. But the case is 
very different if we reckon in all seriousness with the insight we now 
have, that even the sequence of the main events conforms already to a 
canonical schema of a cultic nature. This is, of course, far from implying 
that all that is preserved in this schema is unhistorical. But, after all, it 
does make a difference whether the presentation of Israel’s early history 
rests upon direct historical memories, or whether it was Israel herself 
who arranged the sequence of events in a cultic confession which itself 
understands what took place according to an extremely generalised and 
simplifying pattern. (The analogy with criticism’s destruction of the 
framework of the Synoptic Gospels is evident. There too it has been 
made clear that the framework cannot as such be taken as an historically 
trustworthy presentation of the course of Jesus’ life.) A similar case is 
the Sinai pericope, in so far as that which stands behind it is not immedi¬ 
ate memories of the event itself, but again, to begin with, cultic tradi¬ 
tions. As will be shown later, the place in the life of the community 
of the earliest Sinaitic tradition is most probably to be found in a major 
festival. 

Along with this, another fact won recognition; and its effect upon 
the traditional picture of the early history was once again initially des¬ 
tructive. According to Ex. i.6f. the people of Israel came into being in 
Egypt; and thenceforward “Israel” proceeds through all the well-known 


O.T.T.—2 
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events of its history down to the migration into Canaan as a homo¬ 
geneous entity. But historical investigation has made it clear that 
“Israel” was the name given to the sacral alliance of the tribes which 
was only constituted in Palestine, after the Settlement. No attempt, so 
far, to establish historical proof of a “people of Israel” before this date 
has met with any success. This would mean that the idea of a “people 
of Israel” already in existence in Egypt, at Sinai, and in the wilderness, 
is due to the understandable anachronism of a later age-when it had « 

passed out of mind that at that time there was as yet no such thing as 
Israel, but only tribes and tribal groups which afterwards entered the 
Israel that was to be and lost their independent identity in it. The duality 
among the sons of Rachel-Joseph (Ephraim and Manasseh) and 
Benjamin-on the one hand, and the sons of Leah—^Reuben, Simeon, 

Levi, Judah, Issachar, and Zebulun-on the other, is of particular 
importance, since it persisted as a determining factor in the history of ' 

Israel right down to the period of the monarchy.* As distinct from the 
Bedouin proper, who were camel-owning nomads, these clans, to the 
best of our knowledge, lived the life of pastoral semi-nomads, tending 
flocks and herds. They were peaceable, and lived in tents on the 
steppe, especially on the southern margin of the arable part of Pales¬ 
tine. In winter they pastured their flocks there, and made the transition 
to farming on a modest scale (Gen. xxvi. 12) ; and in summer, in the 
course of shifting pasture, they ranged from it to and fro over the 
cropped fields of the arable land itself. 

As to the religious and cultic ties of these pre-Mosaic ancestors of ^ 

Israel, the historian of religion can say roughly this. Certain memories 
were preserved of the fact that they had not always been worshippers 
of Jahweh, but that his self-revelation only entered their life at a 
definite point in time (Ex. m. iff., VI. ifF.). The Elohist and the Priestly 
Document take account of this break in the continuity of the history of 
revelation by designating the God who had dealings with the ancestors 
as Elohim, while using the name Jahweh only from Ex. m and Ex. vi , 

onwards-that is, only after Jahweh’s self-revelation. We can thus no 
longer expect the major documentary sources to give us a direct answer 
to the question, what was the religion of Israel’s pre-Mosaic ancestors. 

But careful analysis of a certain body of tradition, which the sources 
have copiously preserved, has thrown a surprising light on the question 

* A. Alt, K lei ne5c/iri/ie«^«rGeschichteIyr<iei5, henceforth cited as K.S., Munich 
i953-9» VOL. I, pp. 4off , $6S., 65. 


of the cult practised by these tribes and groups.3 In the narratives in 
Genesis, mention is frequently made of the “God of thy father Abraham” 
(Gen. XXVI. 24 , xxvm. 13 , xxxii.io[9]). At the making of the covenant 
between Laban and Jacob, the God of Nahor and the God of Abraham 
are even invoked as witnesses and set over against one another (Gen. 
XXXI. 53). Into this category also come such primitive designations as 
“the Eear of Isaac” (pnannsj Gen. XXXI, 42) and “the Mighty One 
of Jacob” pprT'3K Gen. XLix. 24). Now, since inscriptions attest 
the worship of such “gods of the ancestors” among the Nabateans, 
who, in similar circumstances, moved over from the steppe to the 
arable land east of Jordan a thousand years later, we may infer a quite 
specific form of the religion and worship obtaining amongst these 
nomads before their migration into the arable land. In sharp distinction 
from all that we know of the cults of the Canaanites, the cult of the 
gods of the ancestors has no attachment to any specific place. On the 
contrary, its characteristic feature is its invariable connexion with a 
particular group and that group’s fortunes. It was “a religion in which 
the main emphasis was laid on the relationship between God and man, 
and, further, between God and a group of men, without fixed attach¬ 
ment to a place, and on that account all the better adaptable to any 
changes in the fortunes of its devotees.“4 These features are already 
fbreshadowings of the Jahwism of the future, the only difference being 
that in Jahwism they are present to a much greater degree. We should 
not underestimate the heritage contained in this pre-Jahwistic cult of 
the ancestors and its function in later Jahwism. Unquestionably, the 
later belief in Israel’s election was already implicit in it. Abraham, 
Isaac, and Jacob were certainly the first to receive the revelation of a 
deity who pledged himself to care for them and lead them, and who 
promised them a portion in the arable land and a great posterity. What 
was this but an act of election, the memory of which the groups handed 
on from generation to generation in the cult founded by their ancestor? 
Thus, a pronounced aetiological factor was always involved when 
appeal was made to the God of the ancestors : this cult with all the 
promises of blessing it transmitted derived its sanction from the revela¬ 
tion given to the ancestor. Probably the extremely primitive story in 
Gen. XV. 7ff. which tells of the divine revelation received by Abraham 
was taken up into the Jahwist’s later compilation of sagas in practically 

^ For what follows sec A. Alt, “Der Gott der Vater,” in K.S., vol. i, pp . iff 

^ Alt, op. cit, p. 62. 
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the identical form which it had in this earlier period. We have, 
of course, to assume that the groups worshipping respectively the God 
of Abraham, the Fear of Isaac, and the Strong One of Jacob, were 
originally distinct from one another. And in actual fact they still 
remained distinct even after the groups settled in the arable land, since, 
as we shall see later on, they each with their own ancestral cults attached 
themselves to different Palestinian shrines.^ 

Even in general outline it is no longer possible to reconstruct the 
political history of Israel’s ancestors before the Settlement. All that is 
reasonably certain is that the Leah group became settled in Palestine 
considerably earlier than the Rachel group, and that the latter had 
meanwhile had further decisive and far-reaching religious experiences 
in the wilderness, ^ere are_ three places which stand out from the 
impenetrable darkness which surrounds the prehistory of Israel, since 
memories of momentous events, which were of course of very d&rent 
nature, were associated with them-Mt. Sinai, the oasis of Kadesh, and 
the Red Sea. It must again remain an open question which of the tribes 
had so far-reaching an experience at these places. We can hardly assume 
that it was one and the same group which came to these places in turn. 
It is much more likely that traditions belonging to different groups 
were united with one another at a later date. 

I. From very early times Israel cherished vivid memories of Sinai 
as the scene where Jahweh had revealed himself in a special way. The 
question where the Sinai of the Bible was located, whether it was on 
the peninsula of Sinai, or in north-west Arabia and therefore to the 
east of the Red Sea, lies outwith the scope of the present discussion.6 
But the references to Midian which keep cropping up in the context 
of the mountain of God do require further discussion. It was during 
his stay with his Midianite father-in-law that Moses chanced upon this 
mountain (Ex. m.ifF.). When Jahweh manifests himself on his moun¬ 
tain, the tents of Cushan tremble, the tabernacles of the land of Midian 
(Hab. in. 7).^ But this implies that Sinai lay within the territory of the 
Midianites. These were camel-owning nomads, that is, trae Bedouin; 
and, like the present-day Bedouin tribes still, they had their territory 

® See below, pp. 2o£ 

® References outside the Hexateuch are Jg. v.4; Deut. xxxm. 2; i Kings xxx. 8. M . 
Noth, History Lr<ie/, henceforth cited as H istory, 2nd edn., trans. revised by P. R. 
Ackroyd, London 1958, pp. I4iff. 

^ Gressmann, M oseund seine Zeit, p. 417. 
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which they claimed as their own; only, in keeping with their roving 
mode of life, the areas in question were much bigger, and had no clearly 
demarcated political boundaries ; they are therefore now largely beyond 
our power to describe. Originally the Midianites’ territory lay to the 
east of the Gulf of Akaba; but at times it extended far out from there 
to the west and north-west; otherwise how could they have appeared 
at times in Palestine itself? (Jg. vifF.). The Kenites were a part of this 
extensive league—or else they were in fairly close relationship with it — 
since in Jg. 1. 16, IV. ii, Moses’ father-in-law is described as a Kenite. 
The relationship even between the later Israel and these Kenites was 
one of positive friendship (iSam. xv. 5£, xxx. 29). These statements 
set us right into the midst of the range of discussion of the so-called 
Kenite hypothesis.^ If it was in the territory of Midian that Moses 
chanced upon the mountain of God, then this mountain was obviously 
already a holy place, and for whom else initially but for Midian? But 
this then leads to the almost inevitable conclusion that the Midianites 
were worshippers of Jahweh before the “Israelites” were. Of the 
Kenites at all events this can be said with quite a measure of probability, 
both because of the friendly relationships, mentioned above, which 
they had with Israel, and also from the fact that in the life and death 
struggle of the Jahweh Amphictyony it was a Kenite woman who dealt 
the mortal blow to the leader of the enemy coalition (Jg. rv. 17 , v. 24 ). 
Further, it has often been pointed out that in Ex. xvm. 12 it is the 
Midianite Jethro who offers the sacrifice to Jahweh; this implies that 
in actual fact Jethro was the host, and Moses and his people the guests. 
Now, all these conjectures have in their turn received support from a 
remarkable body of Nabatean inscriptions.* At the foot of Jebel 
Serbai in the peninsula of Sinai, large numbers of Nabatean have 
been found, which had obviously been made by pilgrims who took this 
way of leaving a written record of their presence at the holy place. 
Perhaps their most remarkable feature is the wide area from which the 
pilgrims converged; one of them even came from Damascus. Thus, in 
the third and second centuries a.d. the mountain was a holy place 
which attracted pilgrims from far and near. Might not this cult have 

®L. Kohler, Old Testament Theology, henceforth cited as Theology, trans. A. S. Todd, 
London 1957, pp. 45f.; id., in Z.A.W., 1957, pp. loff.; H. H. Rowley, From Joseph to 
Joshua, London 1950, pp. i 49 ff. 

* B. M oritz, "Der Sinaikult in heidnischer Zeit," in Ahhandlmgender Gottinger 
GesellschaftderlVissenschaften, N.F. xvi, 2, 1916. 
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been nothing short of the successor of the earlier cult of Jahweh?^® It 
would at least be perfectly conceivable that pre-Israelite tribes, too, 
from their steppes in the north of the Sinai peninsula, came into contact 
with the mountain of God, since the Wilderness of Sinai can never 
have reckoned as part of their homeland proper. Even now, the records 
still make it plain that the stay at Sinai was only of short duration. 
On the other hand, the experience which the tribes underwent there 
was of incalculable significance for the later Israel. There it was that 
Jahweh revealed himself as their God; by his just will, he took them 
into a bond from which they were never again to escape, and into which 
they later brought their brother clans as well. Afterwards, when settled 
in Palestine, Israel celebrated what took place at Sinai in a cultic 
festival. 

The divine name Jahweh, the Tetragrammaton, raises all manner of 
problems for research. But, especially in view of the question of its 
etymology, we shall have to keep in mind that for Israel the word 
“Jahweh” had become entirely no more than a name, and that, in conse¬ 
quence, the solution of the etymological question contributes little or 
nothing towards the theological significance of the name.^^ In the first 
place, the relationship of the full name, which occurs about 6,800 times 
in the Old Testament, to the forms H*’ (25 times) and lil** (in the Ele¬ 
phantine texts and on handles of jugs of the post-exilic period) would 
require investigation. In view of the fact that the Tetragrammaton occurs 
in the oldest documents of the Old Testament (cf. also the Moabite stone, 
1. 18 , 85OB.C., and the Lachish Letters, 589B.C.), there is little to be said 
for any assumption that would take IH*' and H*’ (understood possibly as 
cultic ejaculations) to be the oldest forms of the name. 13 H"* and IH*’ are 
shortened forms which came into use by way of addition. Certain clues 
to the pronunciation —that is, towards supplying the Tetragrammaton 
with vowels-are provided by transcriptions in the patristic literature, 
where the forms la^e and laove occur.^^ The hardest problem is the 
etymological one proper, i.e., the question as to what the root-conso- 

Alt, O., VOL. I, p. 5. 

“ A. Murtonen, A Philological and Literary Treatise on the 0 Id Testament Divine 
Names, Helsinki 1952; G. Quell, in Theologisches IVdrterbuch zum Netien Testament, 
henceforth cited as 2 %. W.B,N. T., ed. G. Kittel, Stuttsart 1930-60, vol . m, pp. io64fF.; 
G. R. Driver, “The original form of the name Jahweh y in Zeitschriftfur 6\ealttesta’- 
mentUche Wissenschaft, henceforth cited as Z,A, W., 1928, pp. 7 ff. 

Kohler, Theology, pp. 4of. “ Driver, in Z.A.W., 1928, pp. 24ff. 

References in Quell, Th. W.B,N T., vol . 111 , p. 10 6 6 . 


nants of the word once signified. Immediately following it is the other 
question, whether we are to take the Tetragrammaton as a nominal or 
a verbal form. If the latter, it would have to be taken as formed from 
the imperfect, leaving the question open whether it is to be regarded as 
imperfect Qal or Hiphil. Yet the causative interpretation (“the one who 
calls into being,” “who causes to be”) put upon it by Albright, the 
most distinguished representative of the Hiphil theory, is not entirely 
convincing. Is it not far too abstract and recherche for so early a time? 
In opposition to it the Qal idea (“the passionate,” “the one who loves 
passionately”) has once again been advocated in recent times, on the 
basis of an Arabic root hwj, “to be passionate.”^® A special problem for 
the history of religion emerged when certain theophorous names came 
to notice outside Israel (e.g. Jaubidi from Hamath, Azrijau from Samal). 
IS the theophorous element in these names to be brought into connexion 
with Jahweh This question has entered upon a new phase with the Ras 
Shamra texts, since a god Jw, a son of the god El, turned up in them? 
But it is not very likely that this west-Semitic deity is to be connected 
with the Jahweh of the Kenites and the Israelites, whose worship origi¬ 
nated in the extreme south of Palestine. On Ex. m. 14, see below, 

p. 180 . 

2. At Kadesh, on the other hand, according to the later tradition, 
Israel stayed “a long time” (Deut. i. 46 ). It is in actual fact perfectly 
conceivable that the cluster of oases at Kadesh, which lies about sixty 
or seventy miles south of Beersheba, formed part of the territory in 
which the later Israelite tribes lived and pastured their flocks.^® The 
name itself indicates that we have to picture Kadesh as a sacral centre. 
More detailed information can be derived from the names Massa and 

W. F. Albright, From the Stone Age to Christianity, 2nd edn. Baltimore 1957 , p. 259 . 

S. D. Goitein, “YHWH the Passionate,” in VetusTestamentum, henceforth cited 
as Vet. Test., 1956 , pp. iff. 

G. R. Driver, in Z.A.W., 1928 , pp. 7ff. 

J. Gray, “The God YW in the religion of Canaan,” in Journal of Near Eastern 
Studies, 278ff. 

References to Kadesh which admit of an inference are Ex. xvu. 7; Num. xx. iff., 
13, XXVII. 14, xxxin. 36; Deut. xxxm. 8 ; Ps. xcv. 8 . It is perfectly correct to say that 
we have no Kadesh traditions in the sense of a body of traditions into which numerous 
units were woven. But we do have some single references which ought not to be passed 
over, since they allow inferences to be made about a stay at Kadesh (especially Deut. 
xxxin. 8 f.). That it never came here to a real formation of tradition could be precisely 
a sign of great antiquity. (But see M. Noth, Uberlieferungsgeschichte des Pentateuch, 
henceforth cited as Pentateuch, Stuttgart 1948 , pp. 18 if.) 
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Mcribah, which arc probably to be taken as designations of different 
oases in this district (Ex. xvii. 7 ; Num. xx. 13 , 24), for they imply that 
legal cases were investigated and decided by ordeal there (1103, to put 
to the test, prove; to carry on a lawsuit). The same thing is 

implied in the name “Spring of Judgi^^i^l ” £ 332^0 which was a 
current name for Kadesh or for one of its oases (Gen. xiv. 7 ). Kadesh 
was therefore a well-known sanctuary where divine justice was ad¬ 
ministered and cases in dispute decided. We do not know whether the 
God who was worshipped there was Jahweh : it is also possible that his 
cult was brought there later. But at the time when Levi exercised his 
functions at Kadesh, it must have been a sanctuary of Jahweh. Levi had 
already migrated into the arable land along with the Leah tribes, but 
had then suffered some calamity in central Palestine (Gen. xxxrv, 
XLix.5-7), and, along with Simeon, had turned back again to the 
south, the district in which it had originally been settled. Simeon 
established itself around Beersheba, and Levi became the guardian of 
the sacral traditions of Kadesh. But we have also to reckon with a 
temporary migration to Egypt by Levi or parts of Levi, since Moses 
was of the tribe of Levi (Ex. ii.i);this migration is also confirmed by 
other Egyptian names which persisted in the tribe of Levi.^® The Levi 
oracle in the Blessing of Moses gives dark hints at a grave dispute which 
was decided at Kadesh, and in which Levi proved its worth (Deut. 

XXXIII. 8) 

3 . The praises with which later Israel celebrated the deliverance from 
Egypt and the rescue at the Red Sea are a vast chorale surpassing all the 
praise she gave for all other divine actions. But here again only the 
outlines of the historical event can be established. That certain sections 
of the later Israelite tribes migrated into the Delta region of Egypt is 
beyond doubt. To start with, they may have gone there while seeking 
change of pasture-ground, but afterwards, as a less-privileged section 

M. Noth. Die israelitischen Personennamen, zut Zeitschrift Jur die alt- 

testamentliche Wissenschuft, henceforth cited as Bei. Giessen 1928, p. 63 . 

^ That was not originally a proper name but an appellative designation has been 
rendered very probable by the Minaean (south Arabian) inscriptions, where lawi*u is 
the designation of a class in the personnel of a temple. G. Holscher, “Levi,” in Pauly- 
Wissowa, Real-Encyclopddie der classischen Altertums Wissenschaft, henceforth cited as 
Pauly-Wissowa, 2nd edn. vol. xii, 2, Stuttgart 1925; E. Nielsen, Shechem, Copen¬ 
hagen 1955 , pp. 264fF. But we have still not succeeded in fusing the by no means 
scanty notices in the Old Testament about Levi into a convincing picture of the early 
history of this clan. 
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of the population, they were conscripted by the Egyptians for forced 
labour on large-scale building operations. They sought to escape from 
this-perhaps they simply fled (Ex. xiv. 5 ). They were pursued, but 
the chariot division which followed them up was drowned while 
crossing a “sea.”^^ In this event, quite insignificant by the standards of 
secular history, those who were delivered experienced something which 
in its significance far transcended the personal fate of those who at the 
time shared in it. The deliverance from Egypt and the rescue at the 
Red Sea found their way into Israel’s confession of faith-indeed, the) 
actually became Israel’s earliest confession, around which the whole 
Hexateuchal history was in the end ranged.^^ 

In practically all the accounts of the period from the sojourn in 
Egypt down to the arrival in the land east of Jordan, the reader en¬ 
counters Moses. He is the one called by God; he led Israel out of 
Egypt, he mediates the revelation given at Mt. Sinai, and he led the 
people through every danger until they reached the steppes of Moab. 
Eor the understanding of the individual narratives, it is quite impossible 
to overestimate the impulse of connexion which he imparts. If the 
reader were not constantly meeting with him, the renowned leader, 
the man of God, the warrior, etc., the whole of what is presented to 
us in the documentary sources as a connected narrative would disinte¬ 
grate into a series of rather incoherent episodes. Criticism, of course, 
long ago noticed that this picture of Moses displays features of the 
utmost complexity; not only do the various source-documents offer 
widely divergent versions of the “office” of Moses, but even the separ¬ 
ate narratives which came under their consideration sometimes contain 
very distinctive and often quite independent traditions about him.^^ 

^ M. Noth, H i story, pp. ii5fF. The detemination of the place where the miracle at 
the Red Sea happened has also become difficult. Earlier it was thought to be the Gulf of 
Suez or a shallow end of it. But Gressmann(Mo5f und SBUeZeit, pp. 4156) drew atten¬ 
tion to the view that the Gulf of Akaba is meant by the designation “the Red Sea.” 
Completely new points of view are to be found in 0. Eissfeldt’s Baal Zaphon^ Zeus 
Kasiosund der Durchzug der Israeliten durchs M cer, Beitrage zur Religionsgeschichtc 
des Altertums, Heft i, Halle 1932, where with an almost compelling array of evidence 
the miracle is transferred to Lake Sirbonis, that is, to a lagoon of the Mediterranean 
lying to the east of the Nile Delta. But obviously within the Old Testament itself there 
are various attempts to determine the place. Cf. M. Noth, “Der Schauplatz des Meer- 
wunders,” 'm Festschrift 0. Eissfeldt, ed. J. Fiick, Halle 1947, pp. 18iff. 

^ M. Noth, Uberlieferungsgeschichtliche Studien (Schriften der Konigsberger Gelehrten- 
Gesellschaft), henceforth cited as Uberl. Studietiy Stuttgart 1943 , pp. 53 f. 

^^Gressmann, M ose und seine Zeit, pussim. 
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But with this question as well, the final result only became apparent 
with the destruction of the framework of the Hexateuch. If it is true 
that the picture of the course of events given in the Hexateuch only 
arose from a confessional arrangement of different complexes of tradi¬ 
tion, then the question of the historicity of Moses and his functions can 
only be put as follows: in which of these groups of tradition and in 
which of the separate traditions is the figure of Moses originally 
rooted? It is, of course, obvious that with the passage of time, this 
renowned figure of the past could have forced his way into other nar¬ 
rative contexts where originally he was a stranger. Noth made a careful 
examination of the material, both in the Pentateuch and outside it, 
bearing upon this question, and concluded that to begin with the figure 
of Moses had no place in a great number of the Pentateuchal traditions. 
It is not possible to examine this thesis here-indeed, the very nature 
of the case no longer admits the possibility of any exact answer to the 
question. But even those who believe that the historical element can be 
regarded as broader and more firmly founded than this are, for all that, 
far from gaining the picture of Moses as the founder of a religion so 
urgently sought by the modem reader. In every case they only reach 
very ancient individual traditions which are difficult to reconcile with 
one another. Here too it is a constant surprise to observe how greatly 
interest in the sacral function of Moses, his “office,” outweighs interest 
in his person; and along with this, the old narrators are already haunted 
by an interest directed mainly to something relevant to their own time 
and not merely to the historical or biographical. 


Chapter B 

THE CRISIS DUE TO THE CONQUEST 

U ND 0 UB TED LY the clans which entered the arable land 
brought with them a copious stock of religious traditions. It 
would be a great help to succeed in getting a more precise 
apprehension of them and marking them off from later concepts, for 
even after her settlement, in contrast to other peoples who also adopted 
the settled life after formerly being nomads, Israel hallowed and cher¬ 
ished the traditions of her early days.l But since these, in origin nomadic, 
were afterwards not only indissolubly interwoven with ideas belonging 
to the agricultural religion of the Canaanites, but were also continually 
moulded and remoulded by later generations, it is now well-nigh 
impossible to free them from this embrace and restore them as they 
were understood originally. The situation was more favourable with 
the gods of the ancestors, in that it was a question there of a complete 
cultic province which had preceded the cult of Jahweh in time and 
could be detached from it. What would be of very special interest to us 
would be to learn something of the forms and contents of the most 
ancient Jahwism. But here too we come up against the difficulty just 
mentioned. Such traditions of it as we have probably derive, to some 
extent, from a comparatively early time, though it was for all that a 
time which had already made a very decided advance upon the earliest 
phase of Jahwism. Consequently, our only possibility is to indicate 
absolutely isolated cultic traditions whose origin in this earliest phase 
can be postulated. Since, however, we cannot even gain an approxi¬ 
mate picture of the cultic relationships of that time as a whole in this 
way, no attempt to do it will be made here. To be sure, as far as 
Passover is concerned, it has been asserted from very early times that 
this pastoral rite dates back not only to the “Mosaic period” but prob¬ 
ably to a still remoter past. But here too we come up against the diffi¬ 
culty that, when we meet it, this cultic celebration is already interpreted 
historically, an interpretation which probably became attached to the 
old rite soon after the experience of the Exodus. Thus, any attempt to 
reconstruct the still older Passover celebration must remain hypo- 
^ V. Maag, in Vet. Test., Suppl. vn (1959), pp. i 35 ff. 
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thetical.2 Israel’s nomadic ancestors certainly already practised circum¬ 
cision, and probably even kept the Sabbath.3 As to cultic objects, we 
should probably best assume that the holy tent already existed in the 
pre-Palestinian period. 

There is much to be said for the idea that the worship of the God 
Jahweh only came into Palestine with the last of the groups which 
entered it, namely the “house of Joseph,” and that it was only there 
adopted by the other clans of the Leah group who had already settled in 
the land. Indeed, the account of the “assembly at Shechem” (Josh, xxiv) 
suggests that, in an hour fraught with drama, the house of Joseph, 
through its spokesman Joshua, simply forced upon the rest of the clans 
the decision for or against Jahweh. For, as was noticed long ago, this 
story is perfectly incomprehensible from the standpoint of the later idea 
according to which all of the clans were at Sinai.4 What sense would 
Joshua’s summons to put away the foreign gods and decide for Jahweh 
have had then? The story therefore preserves a very ancient memory of 
a cultic antagonism which developed among the clans because of the 
entry of the worshippers of Jahweh, and over and above that of an 
event of far-reaching significance for the history of the cult, namely 
the founding of the old Israelite Amphictyony. The assumption that 

^ A very plausible interpretation has been proposed by L. Rost, “Weidewechsel und 
altisraelitischer Festkalender,” in Zeitschrift des deutschen Paldstina VereinSy henceforth 
cited as Z.D.P.F., 1943 , PP- 205 ^. 

^ The significance of the Sabbath in earlier Israel is not at all easy to determine. From 
the point of view of the history of religion it seems in the last analysis to fall into the 
category of the dies nefasti, the days of taboo, during which people refrained from more 
important tasks, because these days stood under baneful influences. All that remains to 
the Sabbath in Israel of this, its earliest, prehistory, is of course only that it was a day of 
rest; but it was none the less not counted among the festivals, because in earlier Israel 
the Sabbath was never solemnised with any kind of positive act of worship. If we prop¬ 
erly understand the Sabbath year, the year of a sacral fallow-time proclaimed every 
seven years, by looking on it as an act of confession by means of which Jahweh’s 
original right of ownership of the soil was to be demonstrated, then we might in a 
similar way look on the Sabbath as a day which was to be kept from all disposal of 
man’s and given back to Jahweh, a kind of day which reckons as a standard. There 
must also be some kind of connexion with the Babylonian hpattu, the 15th day of the 
month (the day of the full moon), but the assumption that the Sabbath was in Israel 
too originally the day of the full moon has not been proved, K. Budde in Z,A. W,, 
1930 , PP- 13 8 ff. For the problem of the Sabbath in general, see E. Jenni, Die theologische 
Begriindung des Sabbatgebotes im Alien Testdvoent, Zollikon-Zurich 1956, pp. ifF. 

^E. Sellin, Geschichte desisraelitisch-judischenVolkes, henceforth cited as GeschichtCy 
Leipzig 1924-32, VOL. I, pp. pyfF. 
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the Israelite clans’ worship ofjahwch is to be understood on the analogy 
of the sacral cultic leagues of.ancicnt Greece and Rome is not a new 
one, but it has only recently been developed systematically and raised 
to such a degree of certainty as is attainable in this field.^ The clan 
league then founded at Shechem had no directly political functions. It 
was a sacral community, that is, it united the clans in the worship of 
the God Jahweh and the care of the common sanctuary. Politically the 
clans were left to themselves in the same way as before, and had to look 
out for themselves and the territory they occupied. Only when the 
Amphictyony itself was threatened or when its vital interests were 
involved-when, for example, the existence or non-existence of a whole 
clan was at stake-did it take action in a military capacity. These wars 
were then holy wars, in which Jahweh himself fought in defence of his 
own people; they were sacral operations, before which the men sancti¬ 
fied themselves-submitted, that is, to abstention from sexual inter- 
course-and whose termination was the ban (Din). the assignment of 
the spoil to Jahweh.® But the various different enterprises of this kind 
about which we still have information make amply clear how 
thoroughly weak the bond was at the point where it ought to have 
proved its worth politically. Even in the most important event of this 
sort, the battle against the Canaanite coalition (Jg. ivf.), only six clans 
took part. The general summons to such enterprises was issued by a 
charismatic leader upon whom Jahweh’s spirit had come. Here too the 
initiative lay wholly with Jahweh. It is here in these holy wars that the 
demand for faith in Jahweh had its ultimate roots.7 

A much greater part in promoting a real union of the clans was 
played by the regular pilgrimages of the members of the Amphictyony 
to the common sanctuary, where the holy Ark rested. Indeed these 
pilgrimages-particularly the one at the great harvest festival-with 
their sacrifices and pledging to the Covenant were quite the high 
points in the life of the clan alliance. A whole series of texts reveals not 
only the existence of an amphictyonic cultic festival, but even some 
substantial information about its liturgical ordering. It appears certain 

® M. Noth, Das System der zwolfStdmme Israels^ Beitrage zur Wissenchaft von Alten 

und Neuen Testament, henceforth cited as B.W.A.N.T., Stuttgart 1930 , But in the 
neighbourhood of Israel clans also seem to have united in alliances of 12 members 
(Gen. XXV. 12-18, xxii. 20-4,xxxvi. 1-4). 

® G. von Rad, Der Heilige Krieg imalten Israel, Zurich 1951, pp. 25fF. 

On Ex. xrv, 31 and Jg. vn.iff. see von Rad, op. cit., pp. 32, 44fF. 
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that it mainly consisted in a solemn engagement to Jahweh’s will for 
justice, and this took the form on each occasion of a renewal of the 
Covenant.* As far as we can see, it is here that the Decalogue had its 
actual place {Sitz itn Leben), or, at any rate, the oldest place that we can 
scientifically ascertain. This does not imply any pronouncement about 
the Decalogue’s absolute age. Since we have to regard it as a perfectly 
conscious and well-considered combination of what are particularly 
characteristic commandments of Jahweh drawn up for the purpose of 
the address at this festival-that is, since we are to take it as a selection 
made from a much ampler tradition-we must in any case go much 
further back to find the period when such commandments were 
formed.9 

To digress for a moment, the designation of Jahweh as DltOU iTin^ 
starts at this time-that is, if we may accept the distribution in the 
books of the Bible as historical. The fact that this divine designation 
does not occur in the books from Genesis to Judges, and that it appears 
in close connexion with the Ark in the book of Samuel, suggests that 
it originated in the eleventh century in Shiloh. The problem connected 
with this divine designation is initially philological, in that it is not 
possible simply to take it as a conjunction of absolute and construct. 
It has therefore been supposed that the form mKDS ■'n'rxmiT is 
to be taken as the more original and mNSSSmil** as a slovenly 
secondary abbreviation. But the difficulty here is the fact that the form 
mn** occurs only 18 times, while the shorter occurs 

® The first advance in this direction was made by S. Mowinckel when he said that 
the Sinai pericope in JE was to be understood as the literary deposit of cultic activities 
It was also he who brought Psalms LXXXI and l into the discussion, because at the back 
of them as well a cultic recitation of the commandments can be discerned [Le Dica-^ 
logue, Paris 1927). Further, Deut. xxvn. gff., xi. 29 and Josh, xxiv, 25fF. are of special 
importance. The lay-out of the main parts of Deuteronomy (paraenesis—command- 
ments-making of the Covenant —^blessing and cursing) is also a link in the chain of 
proof. H. J. Kraus, Gottesdienst in Israel, Munich 1954, pp. 43ff., 49ff. 

® The Decalogue itself affords no evidence that would help to determine its age. The 
Mosaic authorship of the “primitive Decalogue”, when freed from its secondary 
additions, is neither to be gainsaid nor proved by scientific means. On the cultic 
formula in which Jahweh introduces himself, “I am Jahweh, your God, who brought 
you out of the land of Egypt,” and its widely ramified elaboration from the point of 
view of form-criticism, see W. Zimmerli, “Ich bin Jahweh,” in Geschichte und Altes 
Testament, Festschrift Albrecht Alt, Tubingen 1953, pp. i79fF., and K. Elligcr, “Ich bin 
der Herr, euer Gott,** in Theologie als Glaubenswagnis, Festschrift Karl Heim, Hamburg 

1954, pp. 9 ff. 


267 times, and that the texts in which the longer form occurs do not 
make it at all probable that it is the older. In my opinion, there is 
much more to be said for assuming that the longer form is to be taken 
as an interpretation of the older. If the longer form is regarded as 
original, then, in view of I Sam. xvn. 45, the reference would certainly 
be to the earthly armies of Israel. But this does not fit in with the fact 
that the expression enjoyed a particular popularity with the prophets 
(247 times), and in their threats the last thing to be expected is any 
allusion to Jahweh’s involvement with the armies of Israel. Because of 
this, others have made the refer to the heavenly beings or the 

stars (cf. Gen. ii. i). With a name for God as old as this we have, of 
course, right away to abandon all ideas that it had at all times and for 
all groups the same significance. Why, is not the very question as to 
the meaning of the divine title due to the false supposition that an ele¬ 
ment of cultic epiklesis as old as this is in all circumstances capable of 
rational explanation? The attempt has recently been made to take the 
plural mK3S as an intensive abstract plural (approximately in the 
sense of “might”), and to interpret the word then as a second name. 
Such formations of names with oth are in actual fact copiously attested. 
In this case, the collocation would, of course, naturally be explained in 
an adjectival sense. 10 

Jahweh had become “the God of Israel” in the way already de¬ 
scribed? Initially, of course, this union of the clans on the basis of the 
acknowledgment of Jahweh would be far from resulting in complete 
religious uniformity. On the contrary, it must have complicated the 
situation all the more, for the people whom Joshua so aggressively con¬ 
fronted with the alternative of worshipping Jahweh or serving idols 
are the very people who already possessed inherited cultic ties. In this 
connexion we shall have to think chiefly of the worship of the gods of 
the ancestors, which had of course in the interval undergone change in 
form and substance. The clans who settled in the arable land could not 
help making contact with some of the fairly widely renowned Canaan- 
ite shrines. These too were shrines to which pilgrimages were made. 

Thus 0. Eissfeldt, “Jahwe Zebaoth,” in Miscellanea academica Berolinensia, 1950 , 

pp. I 28 ff, See also the most recent study in detail by B. N. Wambacq, V^pithhe 
divinejuhvk Sebuoth, Bruges 1947. 

^ The formula “Jahweh, the God of Israel” which is of frequent occurrence in the 
Old Testament, is originally attached to the Ark and also derives from the district of 
Shechem. C. Steuemagel, in Festschrift fiirWellhausen, Giessen 1914, p. 331. 
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and to which crowds of people flocked at festival times. These festivals 
gave those coming from a distance both a chance ofjoining in worship 
and a welcome opportunity for holding markets : there was buying and 
selling, courtships and betrothals took place, and disputes were settled. 
The festival became a fair.^^ From this rhythm of life, in which, as we 
have said, economic life too had its part, the new immigrants could not 
escape. What was easier for them than to continue to celebrate their 
ancestral cults at these very sanctuaries, at the same time, however, 
more and more assimilating the outlook of the particular place of 
worship? Quite unconsciously they made a connexion between the 
founders of their cults and their own recipients of revelation and the 
place of worship-that is, unawares the figures of Abraham, Isaac, and 
Jacob became assimilated to the cultic legends which were initially 
Canaanite in origin. Thus, for example, the worshippers of the God of 
Abraham belonging to the Leah group came within the orbit of the 
tree sanctuary of Mamre and made this sanctuary’s cult saga their own 
by relating the visit of the three divine beings to their own ancestor 
Abraham (Gen. xvm). But this process of transplanting the cult of the 
ancestral gods to shrines formerly Canaanite, and the assimilation of the 
figures of the patriarchs to Canaanite cult sagas that it involved, was 
far from being ended with the clans’ adoption of Jahwism. The 
acquaintance of the Ephraimites with Bethel and the connexion of 
Bethel’s cult saga with Jacob (Gen. xxvni. lofF.) presumably came into 
being only after the assembly at Shechem. Obviously the cult of Jah- 
weh, to which the amphictyonic alliance as a body regarded itself as 
pledged, still left a good dealo ffreedom in its members’ religious prac¬ 
tice, with the result that, in this early period, we have to distinguish 
between national and tribal religion.^® In the end the Jahweh cult also 
found entrance, gradually, into the sanctuaries in the areas settled by the 
tribes. 

The fact is that we cannot paint our picture of the cultic life of that 
time when the clans lived side by side in almost complete autonomy 
with too lively or bright colours. No doubt the worship of Jahweh 
and the obligation of caring for his sanctuary ranked above everything 
else. But there was still a long way to be gone before the clans were 
penetrated by and united in faith in this God. No doubt the whole of 
Israel annually made pilgrimages to the central sanctuary, where a 

J. Wellhausen, Reste arahischenHeidentums^SkizzenundVorarbeiten, Berlin 1898, 
pp. Syff. Alt, K.S., VOL. I, pp. 58 f, 


priesthood serving Jahweh guarded the pure traditions. But the Jahweh 
who sat enthroned upon the A.rk was at first only of limited significance 
for the everyday concerns of the Israelite farmer. We hear occasionally 
of the annual sacrifice, at which kinsmen met (iSam. xx. 6 , 29 ; 
II Sam. XV. 7, Ilf.). While we have no exact knowledge as to what this 
sacrifice comprised, we do still have grounds for assuming that, just in 
these early days themselves, such partial and local cultic obligations had 
greater importance for Israel than Jahwism had. There are many 
allusions which allow us to presume that there was attached to every 
town a place of worship at *which the inhabitants offered sacrifice to 
Jahweh (i Sam. ix. I2f., XVI. 5 ). But at what date can Jahwism have 
thoroughly penetrated into these local shrines? And where had the holy 
tent stayed? In the tradition the latter falls noticeably into the back¬ 
ground vis-d-vis the Ark. But for all that it has to be assumed that, 
even after the Conquest, the tent was the focal point of a group of 
worshippers.^^ 

Later on. Bethel seems to have been the clan alliance’s central sanctu¬ 
ary Ug- XX. 18, 26f.), then Shiloh (i Sam. iff.), and, after its destruction, 
Gilgal (near Jericho) seems temporarily to have taken over its func¬ 
tions.^® This is best taken as a chronological succession. But how slight 
is our knowledge of all the cultic groups which at any given time 
existed side by side ! We have alreadyseenthat, even after the founding 
of the Jahweh Amphictyony, Bethel continued to attract large groups of 
worshippers. A god Bethel was worshipped there; the traces of his cult 
are demonstrable over a wide area in Israel.^® Of the tribes Issachar and 
Zebulun, the Blessing of Moses says that they “called people to the 
mountain” (Deut. xxxni. Ig). The mountain is Tabor (Hos. v. i), 
where too there was a widely-renowned shrine-thus, again, a little 
amphictyonic centre which had its firmly attached group of wor¬ 
shippers.^’ But the god to whom worship was offered at Tabor was, 
originally, no more Jahweh than was the case at the Bethel shrine: he 
was one of the El deities, those local fertility and weather deities whose 
worship was widespread in Canaan. The same holds true for the shrine 

See below, p. 61. 

Bethel: Jg. xx. 26f.; Shiloh: iSam. iflf.; Jer. vii. i2fF.; Gilgal :i Sam. x. 8, Xl,i4f., 
XIII. 4, 7, XV. 12,21,33. 

0. Eissfeldt, “Der Gott Bethel,” in Archivfur Religionswissenschaft, 1930, pp. iff.; 
K. Galling, “Bethel und Gilgal,” in Z.D .P.V., 1944, pp. 26ff. 

0. Eissfeldt, “Der Gott des Tabor,” in filr Religionswissenschaft, 1934, 
pp. i 4 ff. 
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on Carmel.^® At Shechem, worship was offered to a ‘‘Baal of the 
Covenant” (Jg. ix.4), and at Beersheba to an El Olam (Gen. xxi. 33 ) ; 
and similarly, in the extreme south, to an El Roi, “a god who manifests 
himself’ (Gen. xvi. 13 ). A like situation must have obtained at the 
sanctuary of Penuel east of Jordan. And, alongside of those celebrated 
sanctuaries, there were the “high places,” that is, shrines of more local 
significance, and against whose number, and their demoralising influ¬ 
ence, the prophets afterwards raised voluble complaint.^® The cults 
there practised were pure fertility cults, as was appropriate to a farming 
population: Baal was the owner (the term was originally taken as 
appellative) of a mountain, or an oasis, or some other place. His relation¬ 
ship to the earth was that of a ieqoQ ydiJiog\ he is the mythical genera¬ 
tive power that fructifies the earth by means of the sperm of the rain.^® 
Human beings share in his fertilising power by entering this mystery 
and imitating it. Cultic prostitution was therefore an essential charac¬ 
teristic of this worship: sacred prostitutes lived at the sanctuaries 
I Kings xv. 12 ; II Kings XXIII. 7 ; Deut. xxm.i 8 ), and Mazzebothy 
roughly-hewn stone pillars (Gen. xxvm. 18; Ex. xxni. 24; Deut. xvi. 
22), or wooden poles called Asheroth (Jg. vi.25; Deut. xvi.21), both of 
them perhaps phallic symbols, were characteristic cultic objects. Along¬ 
side Baal stood Astarte, who was patently the goddess of fertility. A cult 
which had already at an early period been imported from Babylon 
into Palestine and Syria was that of Dagon : he too was a vegetation 
deity (1 Sam. v. 2 ff.). Erom the place-names Anathoth and Beth Anath 
it may be inferred that the cult of Anath was also celebrated in these 
earlier days. About this Anath, the sister of Alijan Baal, the Ras Sliamra 
texts have now provided us with clearer information: indeed, they give 
us knowledge of quite a pantheon of almost Homeric dimensions, and 
allow us to draw a considerable number of conclusions about the 
Palestinian outlook which was admittedly much simpler, because more 

K. Galling, “Der Gott Kamel und die Achtung fremder Cotter,” in Festschrift 
Albrecht Alt, Tiibingen 1953 , pp. i 05 fF.; 0. Eissfeldt, “Der Gott Kamel,” in Sit- 
zungsber, d. deutschen Akademie d. Wissenschaften, Berlin 1953 . 

The root meaning of flDl is “ridge”; but it changed into the concept of “cultic 
place,” cf. the phrase “to build a HOD,” i Kings xxv. 23 ; n Kings xvn. g and elsewhere. 
A. Schwarzenbach, Die geographische TerminologieimHebraischen Alten Testaments, 
Leiden 1954 , pp. 12 S, For other interpretations see W. F. Albright in Vet. Test., 
Suppl. iv(i957)»pp. 242 fF.; 0. E. Eissfeldt in Journal of the Palestine 0 riental Society, 
1936 , pp. 287 f. 

** M. Buber, Konigtum Gottes, 2nd edn. Berlin 1936, pp. 65 f. 


rustic. Before this epoch-making discovery our knowledge of the 
religion of ancient Canaan was derived solely from conclusions to be 
drawn from the Old Testament, and from a careful use of very late 
sources of information about Phoenician mythology.^^ 

The meeting of Jahwism with this completely alien cultic world 
came about quite unsensationally-it grew up out of the contacts of 
many Hebrew groups with Canaanite sanctuaries.^^ Thus we must 
certainly not assume either that, to begin with at any rate, Jahwism 
gave its devotees the help of any instructions or rules. It had, of course, 
in general first to become aware of its difference from these cults, and 
that demanded time. Also, the tempo of the Canaanisation of Jahwism 
differed very radically from district to district-the process obviously 
went on more rapidly in the north than in the Judean south, more 
slowly in the clan of Ephraim than with Manasseh, who lived in much 
closer symbiosis with Canaanite city-states and sanctuaries.23 The later 
Deuteronomic theology’s clear realisation of its own separatedness 
from all that was Canaanite only comes as the fruit of a long experience 
of this cultic world. So the influence of this religious world of Canaan 
upon Jahwism was initially very deep. A great many details reveal the 
same story happening time and time again, namely, how radical was 
Jahwism’s assimilation of Canaanite ideas. Jahweh was now thought of 
as a god of high heaven, sitting on his throne, surrounded by divine 
beings and taking solemn counsel with them (i Kings xxii.ipff.; 
Is. VI. 3ff.. 8 ; cf. Ps. Lxxxii), just as the Ugaritic father of the gods El, 
“the father of years,” sat enthroned over his pantheon. Thus the con¬ 
ception of Jahweh which became most widespread in Israel, that of the 
king in high heaven, ousted the older tradition of the Jahweh who 
comes from Sinai (Jg. v. 4f.; Deut. xxxm. 2). The absorption of this 

W. Baumgartner, “Ras Schamra und das AT,” in Theologische Rundschau, hence¬ 
forth cited as Th.R., 1940, pp. i63flF.; 1941, pp. iff.,856*.,I57flf.; id., “Ugaritische 
Probleme und ihre Tragweite fiir das A.T.,” in Theologische Zeitschrift, henceforth 
cited as TA.Z., 1947, pp. 8iff. ; G. Fohrer, “Die wiederentdeckte kanaanaische 
Religion,” in Theologische Literaturzeitung, henceforth cited as T/i.Ij2r.,i953,cols.i93ff» 
^ The process of the Canaanisation of Jahwism has often been depicted. E. Sellin, 
Geschichte, vol. i, pp. I2iff.; id., Israel-jiid.Religionsgeschichte, Leipzig 1933, pp. 35ff.; 
G. Holscher, Ge5c/iicA^e der israel-jud. Religion, Giessen 1922, pp. 69ff.; J. Hempel, 
Gott und Mensch im Alten Testament, 2nd edn. Stuttgart 1936, pp. 52ff.; F. Hvidberg, 
Den israefitiske Religions Historie, Copenhagen 1944;G . Widengren, SacralesKonigtum 
im Alten Testament und im Judentum, Stuttgart 1955, pp. 7-16. 

“Alt, K.S., VOL.1, pp. 127ff. 
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ancient Canaanite conception is of course inconceivable apart from a 
process of demythologising which it certainly underwent at once. The 
gods became Jahweh’s heavenly ministers.” The length to which this 
assimilation of things Canaanite went is shown by the taking over of 
purely Canaanite divine titles. According to Num. xxiv. 8, Jahweh has 
“horns like a wild bulf’-but the homed crown is an attribute of deity 
with which Israel can only have become acquainted in Canaan. The 
designation of Baal as “Rider on the clouds’’^ has thrown light on the 
strange mSHiyUDlDT in Ps. Lxvm, which must also be translated 
“riding upon clouds.” Many of the cultic usages too were taken over 
by Jahwism,^® particularly the sacrifices and their rituals. In the tech¬ 
nique of consulting the oracle Israel too now used the ephod (TISK), 
which was likely understood to begin with as the garment worn by a 
deity. As such it could signify a cuirass-like metal covering put upon a 
wooden pillar or an image of the deity (Jg. vin. 26f., xvn. 5). But it 
could also be a woven garment which the priest put on (1 Sam. ii. 28, 
XIV. 3) when he gave oracles and acted as the mouthpiece of the deity. 
At a very much later date the ephod appears as a part of the high priestly 
vestments.^^ Even the rotation of the purely mstic and agrarian festivals 
was taken over by Jahwism from the native population and from their 
cultic system.^® So it is no wonder, either, that in the matter of her 
sacred song Israel went to school with the Canaanites. The idea is 
even entertained that she took over whole poems from the Canaanite 
cult.®® 

**Alt,K. 5 .,VOL. I,pp. 354 f. 

rkb ‘rpt. See C. H. Gordon, Ugaritic Handbook, Vol. I-III, henceforth cited as 
Handbook, Rome 1947, Glossary, Nr. 1869. 

R. Dussaud, Les 0 rigines cananeemes du sacrifice israelite, Paris 1921. 

27 k. Elliger, “Ephod,” in Die Religion in Geschichte und Gegenwart, 3rd edn.; 
H. Thiersch, Ependytes und Ephod, Berlin 1936; id., in Z.A. W., 1935, pp. iSoflf. 

2 ® The three main festivals were expressly agrarian festivals. Mazzoth was celebrated 
about the time of the beginning of the wheat harvest; the feast of weeks-it is called in 
Ex. xxin. 16 the harvest-feast — signified the end of the com harvest; and the fes¬ 
tival of tabemacles-it is called in Ex. xxiii. 16 the feast of ingathering (^DK)—marked 
the vintage and the end of the year. Passover has to be carefully distinguished from 
these three festivals, for it was celebrated by the families in their own houses. It was 
only made a pilgrimage feast (IH) by Deuteronomy (Deut. XVI. iflF.). 

2 ® This is suspected especially in the case of Ps. xxix. J. J. Stamm, in Th.R,, 1955, 
p. 28 ; A. R. Johnson, Sacral Kingship in Ancient Israel, henceforth cited as Sacral 
Kingship, Cardiff 1945, pp. 54ff.; more recently W. Schmidt, Konigtum Gottes in 
Ugarit und Israel, Bei. Z.A.W. v. 80 , Berlin 1961, pp. 45fiF. 


Later on, that is, within the range of tlic Dcutcronomic theology, 
Israel regarded any taking over of Canaanite cultic usages, or even any 
borrowing from them, as the most serious form of apostasy from 
Jahweh. At that time, therefore, saying “No” to the Canaanite cult had 
come to be articulus stantis et cadentis ecclesiae. If this is the standard by 
which this first period of settlement in the arable land is to be assessed, 
the verdict to be passed upon it could be quickly reached. But it is not 
hard to see that, in this adjustment to alien cultic forms, Jahwism acted 
under the urgent need of self-preservation. It was, of course, in face of 
the settlers’ tremendously changed conditions of life that Jahwism was 
to a large extent compelled to express itself in a completely new fashion : 
and in this process of change many of the Canaanite ideas were of help 
to it, since Jahwism was able to flow into them, and in them to gain a 
new form. For example, to mention only what was of greatest impor¬ 
tance, Jahwism had not basically any special relationship to the arable 
land, the phenomenon of the productive soil (nonK in contrast to the 
“unsown land,” the steppe, Jer. 11 . 2 ). Of course, for the ancients the 
soil was not something indifferent; it was a holy thing, the rousing of 
whose powers was no secular matter. People felt awe at the chthonic 
mystery: to furrow up the earth and make use of its powers was looked 
on as a hazardous enterprise. Curious rites therefore safeguarded the 
work of tillage; indeed, the knowledge of its beneficent powers, and 
of the technique of availing oneself of them, was ascribed to special 
revelation and instruction by the deity.®® What answer could Jahwism 
give to this life-and-death question of the ancient farmers? It could not 
afford to keep an impartial silence, but was bound to investigate and 
enquire whether in this sphere also Jahweh would not show himself 
lord and bestower of blessing. Nor did Jahweh remain silent: “the land 
is mine : you are only strangers and sojourners with me” (Lev. xxv. 23). 
These words, of course, contain an expression of a relationship to the 
land which is particularly characteristic of Israel. While, as far as we 
can see, the peoples round about lay strong emphasis upon their auto- 
chthonism-for them the possession of the land was a prime religious 
2® There are still echoes of the kind in Is. xxvm. 26, 29; cf. Hos. ii. 7f. [ii. 5f.]. And 
one of the choruses of Sophocles echoes something of antiquity’s awe at this presump¬ 
tuousness of men: “And Earth, the eldest of the gods, the immortal, the unwearied, 
doth he wear, turning the soil with the offspring of horses, as the ploughs go to and 
fro from year to year,” Sophocles, Antigone, Jebb’s translation. Eor ritual 
weeping before sowing and the ritual joy at harvest (Ps. cxxvi. 5 f.) see E. Hvidberg, 
in Z.A.W., 1939, pp. I5 o 1F. 
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datum —Israel never lost the memory that she had been led to her land 
in a sj)ecial way and only then invested with it in fief by Jahweh.®^ 

This advance on the part of Jahweh, this seizure of spheres formerly 
alien to himself, this appropriation and f&g out of cultic ideas belong¬ 
ing to a completely different cultic group-this is unquestionably the 
most exciting thing in the history of earlier Jahwism. It can easily be 
imagined that, in virtually every individual case in the process, the 
existence or non-existence of the community worshipping Jahweh was 
at stake vis-d-vis the cult of Baal. This process of reaching a settlement, 
of absorption and rejection, probably only came to an equilibrium in 
Deuteronomy; in the “Blessings” contained in it (Deut. xxvm) the 
victory over Baal has been finally won.®^ The start of the victory was 
the time when the first group of worshippers of Jahweh entered the 
arable land of Palestine-for Jahwism’s exclusive claim certainly 
repudiated any peaceable co-existence of the cults right from the begin¬ 
ning. Jahwism without the first commandment is positively inconceiv¬ 
able. But it was only at a very much later date that this cultic intolerance 
was expressed as a direct denial of the existence of other gods (the 
clearest references to this are in Deutero-Isaiah). In this early period the 
worshippers of Jahweh were only told that it was not possible to com¬ 
bine worship of other gods with the worship of Jahweh. As far as we 
can see, this cultic intolerance is something unique in the history of 
religion. As the history of Jahwism makes clear, this intolerance was in 
the long run far from content with a peaceable separation of the differ¬ 
ent cultic groups. It had within it from the beginning a strongly 
aggressive element which, as it proceeded, more and more questioned 
the legitimacy of foreign cults as such. An interesting glimpse into the 
practical functioning of this cultic intolerance is preserved for us in the 
rite of renunciation at Shechem, which took place before the beginning 
of a pilgrimage. In this rite the participants in a pilgrimage were 
ordered to make a solemn act of severance from everything associating 
them with other cults-from images (the figurines of Astarte, so many 
of which have been found in excavations) or other cultic objects. Here, 
for once, we can see something of the way in which the defensive 
action against alien cults and the self-preservation of Jahwism worked 
out in practice. In most cases we must be content with the simple 

W. Eichrodt, Historia Mundiy Bern 1952 , VOL. II, P. 392 . 

See below, p. 229 . 

Gen. XXXV. iff. ; Josh . XXIV. 23, for which see A. Alt, KS., vol. i, pp. 79ff 
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record of the outcome of a long struggle. Thus, for example, as lying 
behind the lists of unclean animals (Lev. xi; Deut. xiv) we have to 
presume prolonged, dogged encounters with foreign cults. As far as we 
can see, the point at issue in these catalogues is a sacral disqualification 
of animals which had some positive importance elsewhere. We know 
from the Ras Shamra tablets that the pig, or, more precisely, the wild 
boar, stood in a special relationship to Alijan Baal, and that it also 
played a part in the cult of Aphrodite in Cyprus. But here Aphrodite is 
only the Hellenistic name for Astarte (Ishtar), the mother goddess and 
the goddess of love common to the Orient.34 We can well imagine that 
such general decisions about an animal could only have been evolved 
and established slowly, on the basis of many individual decisions and 
judgments taken by priests at sanctuaries, before they could become 
common property of “the” Jahwism. And how long still was the road 
from there until such decisions on many animals, now common 
property, could be collected in lists ! The commandment not to 
seethe a kid in its mother’s milk (Ex. xxiii.i 9 , xxxrv. 26) represses a 
magic spell cast by means of milk, as the Ras Shamra texts have only 
now shown? 

The result of a positive absorption is the historicising of what were 
previously purely agrarian festivals, that is, the rooting of them in the 
saving history, the legitimation, indeed, of every ritual event on the 
basis of historical implantations on Jahweh’s part.^® Here a rigorous 
demythologising process, by means of which Jahwism appropriated 
cultic ideas and usages which derived from completely different cultic 
spheres, had been effected in utter secrecy. But, for the historian of 
religion, what is most astonishing is Jahwism’s self-preservation vis-a^-vis 
the mythicising of sex. In the Canaanite cult, copulation and procrea¬ 
tion were mythically regarded as a divine event; consequently, the 
religious atmosphere was as good as saturated with mythic sexual con¬ 
ceptions. But Israel did not share in the “divinisation” of sex. Jahweh 
stood absolutely beyond the polarity of sex, and this meant that Israel 
also could not regard sex as a sacral mystery. It was excluded from the 

^ For details see Noth, Gesammelte Studien zum Alien Testament, henceforth cited as 
Ges,Studien, Munich 1957 , pp. ySfF. (Gordon, Handbook, 67, v, 9). W. W. Graf 
Baudissin, Adonis und Esmun^ Leipzig I9ii>p. I44* 

Gordon, Handbook, vol. h, 52, 14. 

A. Weiscr, Glaube und Geschichte i m Alien T estament, Stuttgart 1931. pp. 35 ff- See 

VOL. n, pp. iiyff. 
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cult because it was a phenomenon of the creature. It has, it is true, often 
been said that ancient Israel was as yet still completely lacking any dis¬ 
tinctive doctrine of creation, and that Canaanite ideas were the first 
thing to assist her towards an evolution of her beliefs in this direction. 
In one respect this is to the point, for it was apparently only through the 
absorption of certain ideas—for example, that in Creation Jahweh 
battled with the Chaos dragon and fashioned the world out of the ele¬ 
ments of the defeated hostile power-that Israel found her way to a 
coherent presentation of her doctrine of Creation.37 But it is just 
Israel’s polemical attitude towards any deification of sex, her exclusion 
of this whole sphere of life-from the cult and the sacral events, which 
shows that, in actual fact, a very positive doctrine of Creation was in 
existence, at least in nuce, in Israel, even at an early period. This doctrine 
was already posited along with the desacralisation of sex; indeed, it 
has to be regarded as the real motivating power behind it.^® The 
prophets’ allegorisings make clear how lastingly Israel surmounted 
these challenges. Both Hosea (Hos. i-Hi)and Ezekiel (Ezek. xvi, xxiii) 
represent Jahweh as the spouse of mortal women without feeling any 
need to fear that these representations would be misunderstood as 
having a mythical significance. On the other hand, in these prophetic 
symbolisations are to be discerned the demythologised survivals within 
Jahwism of ideas which derived from Canaan. These ideas must have 
persisted, even in an unbroken form, in realms which were-clearly 
never reached by the control of Jahwism, otherwise they could not 
have come into the open again as fresh as ever in their mythological 
force as late as the sixth century in the isolated military colony at 
Elephantine.®® 

Of course, this struggle of Jahwch’s with Baal concerning the matter 
of his functions and spheres of sacral jurisdiction was not without 

H. Gunkel, Schdpfufig und Chaos in Urzeit und Endzeit, 2nd edn. Gottingen 1921 , 
pp. 29 fF. See below, p. i37. 

In passing, there is much to be said for the assumption that the account of creation 
in J (Gen. n. 4^fF.), which has the sphere of human life created from the arid earth, the 
waterless steppe, derives, in spite of assertions to the contrary, from very old and there¬ 
fore pre-Palestinian traditions. 

It can be seen from the Elephantine papyri that in this community which was 
severed from the cult in Palestine a female consort of Jahweh, Anathjahu, was wor¬ 
shipped along with him [AltorientalischeTexte zum Alton Testament, ed. H. Gressmann, 
2nd edn. Berlin and Leipzig 1926 , henceforth cited as A^O.T.^p, 454; A. Cowley, 
Aramaic Papyri, Oxford 1923 , p. 147). 
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serious relapses, but there is no chronicle extant giving the number of 
worshippers of Jahweh who fell victim to the allurements of the wor¬ 
ship of Baal. Something of the kind is reported by the tradition con¬ 
nected with the sanctuary of Baal Peor, to the north-east of the Dead 
Sea. It is possible that this sanctuary now and then attracted members 
of the Jahweh Amphictyony, a thing of which others disapproved. 
Something more definite seems to be indicated by the introduction and 
rapid spread of personal names compounded with Baal which coincides 
with the period immediately after the Conquest.^® It is possible to take 
these names as an avowal of this god and his cult. It is perhaps, however, 
only a matter of change in cultic terminology-people had become 
accustomed to calling Jahweh Baal. But we must bring home to our¬ 
selves even more than ever before that it is impossible for the historian 
to determine in retrospect an objective limit beyond which he has the 
right to speak of actual apostasy, and of a self-surrender of Jahwism. 
It is impossible to determine how far the cultic forms taken over from 
Canaan were of real service to the worship of Jahweh, and how far they 
did it harm, for this very reason, if no other, that Jahwism was itself 
a very flexible and variable quantity. As I see it, ultimately, in consider¬ 
ing the question of Jahwism’s self-preservation or self-surrender, the 
cogency of the parallels in the Ras Shamra texts, which are actually 
fairly striking, and which mount up steadily year by year, breaks down, 
so long as there is still so little we can say about the spirit, the total 
aggregate, of the current religious ideas with which they were co¬ 
ordinated in Israel. Eor, how much weight did individual ideas or 
designations which were taken over still retain if, at their transference 
to Jahweh, they were divorced from their original mythical context 
(the sexual function of the deity, his dying and rising again) ? Hosea’s 
religious ideas are certainly more strongly influenced by things 
Canaanite than those of any other prophet, but he is, at the same time, 
the sharpest in his complaint about his contemporaries’ apostasy to the 
cult of Baal.^^ Could not the thesis even be maintained that at times 
Jahwism was able to express itself in a more real and vivid way in these 
acquired forms than in some of its traditional ones? Surveying the pro¬ 
cess of adoption as a whole, one gains the impression-however para- 

Jembbaal (Jg. vi. 32 ), Ishbaal (nSam n. 8 and elsewhere), Meribbaal (iChron 
VIII. 34). 

For this problem see T. Worden, “The influence of the Ugaritic fertility myth on 
the Old Testament,” in Vet.Test.,i9SZ,pp. 
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doxical it may seem—that in the various new forms Jahwism came 
more than ever before into its own and was enabled to hold its position 
in an even freer and more self-conscious fashion. 

If Israel opened the door to cultic ideas hitherto alien to her, this 
was not due to any particular religious necessity. Such a thing was un¬ 
known in the ancient world. Rather was it forms of order, and, more 
precisely, forms of order affecting the immediate surroundings of the 
people concerned, which were revealed in the cult, and given their 
warrant by it. Through them the deity came to men’s assistance, .by 
revealing to them both the rules which supported and preserved their 
natural sphere of life, and those which rendered wholesome human 
relationships possible. Disregard of these norms resulted also in what 
were primarily cultic disturbances, and the removal of these dis¬ 
turbances was the concern of the cultic community. 

But then, the Israel of the early pre-monarchical period knew herself 
to be bound not only to the divine law which issued from the cult, but 
also, in addition, to legal norms of a difierent kind and of a different 
origin. That is to say, in the matter of her law Israel went through an 
evolution very much resembling the one undergone by the cult.^^ The 
mutual relationships of the settlers in the arable land called for a com¬ 
pletely new basis of rules for living, for the entry had brought about a 
radical change in the social structure of the old semi-nomadic groups. 
It was not merely that they had made the transition to agriculture: the 
family groups were also settled in villages and towns, some of them 
became well-to-do landed proprietors, the monetary system was mak¬ 
ing rapid progress, and, keeping pace with this, laws concerning debt 
had come into being. How could the simple sheep-breeders from the 
steppe deal with such complicated conditions in which they suddenly 
found themselves other than by taking over the legal arrangements 
which had for long proved their value in these conditions? In the so- 
called Book of the Covenant (Ex. xxi-xxiii),the oldest of Israel’s 
legal codes known to us, since it dates from the time between the con¬ 
quest and the rise of the state, we can see how rapidly Israel accommo¬ 
dated herself to the new conditions. This was only possible because the 
Israelites in Canaan only needed to enter into a body of law adapted to 

The foundations were laid by A. Alt, Die Urspriinge des israelitischen Rechts, 
Leipzig 1934, reprinted in KS., vol.i, pp. 278ff. More recently F. Horst, “Rechtund 
Religion im Bereich des Alten Testaments,” in Evangelische Theologte, henceforth 
cited as £v. T/i., 1956, pp. 49fF., and now GottesRechU 1961, pp. 260ff. 


existing local conditions. The first part of the Book of the Covenant 
(Ex. xxi-xxli. 16 ), with its predominantly casuistic drafting, has on 
good grounds been described as the law of Canaanite municipalities 
taken over by Israel.^® It deals purely and simply with matters which 
we should describe as preponderantly secular-legislation concerning 
debt, liability, compensation for injuries, pledges, bloodshed, asylum, 
etc., in brief, all that fell to be dealt with by the local courts “in the 
gate.” 

Unfortunately for the purpose of ascertaining the distinctiveness of 
Israel’s legal thought, great difficulties stand in the way of comparing 
the Book of the Covenant with any of the great legal codes of the 
ancient Near East known to us. Certainly, when Israel’s legal codes are 
set alongside those known outside of her, in general they do have the 
appearance of being the precipitation of what was a comprehensive 
and, in many respects, homogeneous jurisprudence common over all 
the East. But when manifest differences in the decisions are compared, 
the sociological and juristic presuppositions in both cases need to be 
examined carefully; and it often enough turns out then that, in spite 
of great afHnity in form and content, the laws are fundamentally not 
really comparable. Thus, as is well known, law in ancient Israel 
diverges from the Codex Hammurabi in giving a considerably greater 
place to private vengeance, especially to the blood-feud. In this con¬ 
nexion, however, we have first to bear in mind that in the Codex 
Hammurabi the administration of justice and the pmiishment of crime 
arc much more matters of state action, while in Israel there were no 
authorities to take over the expiation of an offence on behalf of the 
private individual. In consequence, in Israel the blood-feud was in 
certain cases a legitimate institution for the repression of violence— 
though for other cases, the Book of the Covenant, even at this early 
date, envisages public punishment by due processes of the law. Cer¬ 
tainly afterwards, in Israel as everywhere else, the taking over of com¬ 
munity life by the state further restricted the practice of the blood- 
feud.” But one of the peculiarities of Israel is that she was incapable 
even in later times of acknowledging^the state itself as the custodian of 
law, and this clearly was because she did not see her way to allow law 

A. Jepsen, Untersuchungen zum Bundesbuch, B.W.A.N.T. m. 5. Stuttgart 1927, 
pp. 73, 98; Alt, KS., VOL.I, p. 2.; cf. also M. Weber, Ancient Judaism yGhncoCy HI. 
and London 1952, p. 6if. 

^ F. Horst, in Ev.Th.y 1956, pp. 49fF. (6of., 73). 
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to be at all divorced from the absolutely immediate jurisdiction of 
Jahweh. Thus, again, the remarkably divergent regulations in the matter 
of the blood-feud are bound up with a much deeper-seated feature 
peculiar to Jahwism. Considerations of style have made it clear that 
in two cases of bodily injury followed by death (Ex. xxi. 12 , 22f.), 
an older regulation has obviously been forcibly suppressed and, when 
the change was made to apodictic personal formulation, the most 
rigorous punishment fixed.^ Here, in the sphere of the blood-feud, can 
be seen how an earlier and probably more lenient regulation-perhaps 
the determination of a compensation (wergild) to be paid (cf. Num. 
XXXV. 31) —^was rigorously amended by Jahwism. Where human life 
was concerned, Jahweh’s immediate interest came at once into play, 
for all life belongs to Jahweh, and therefore the matter may not be 
settled bv the parties in the case. Considerations like these make it clear 
that, compared with the more secular and civil law of the Codex 
Hammurabi, ancient Israelite law was, on the whole, much more closely 
tied to religion,^® Compared with the penalties given in the Codex 
Hammurabi, which are variously graded according to the social stand¬ 
ing of the guilty party, it is remarkable to how very much greater a 
degree the Book of the Covenant presupposes equal rights of all before 
the law, and the idea of common solidarity.*’ The human element, too, 
which is conspicuous in ancient Israelite law, is undoubtedly the out¬ 
come of stronger religious constraint. It has its roots in the time long 
before the Settlement, in the old ethic of brotherhood obtaining 
amongst the neighbourly nomadic clans.^® Probably even more of 
the material found in the later legal codes reaches back to this early 
time, but we still lack a methodical investigation of the subject-matter 
in the light of these oldest legal systems.^® 

The upholders of this law were the elders of the local communities. 
But there is much to be said for the idea that, after her settlement, 
Israel also knew of a superior magistracy, to whom was entrusted the 
maintenance, superintendence, and proclamation of this law-namely 

«Alt,K .S., VOL . I . pp. 303ff. 

J. Hempel, “Gottesgedanke und Rechtsgestaltung in Altisrael,” in Zeitschrift fur 
systematischeTheologie^ 1920-1, pp. 377ff. 

B. Balscheit in D \esoziale Botschaft des Alten Testaments, Basel n.d., pp. lofF. 

M. Weber, Ancient Judaism, p. 69 . 

Thus, as K. Elliger has shown. Lev. xvni contains regulations which in their 
original form ordered the relations of the sexes in large families and which go back to 
very early times. K. Elliger, “Das Gesetz Leviticus XVIII,” in Z.A.W., 19 S 5 , pp. iff. 
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“Israel’s judges.” The lists of the so-called lesser judges Qg. X. 1-5. 
xn. 7 - 15 ) point to a succession of men from quite different clans who 
each in his day “judged” Israel. This office, which was something com¬ 
pletely different from that of the charismatic leader, that is the “greater” 
judge, could be pictured as that of an administrator of justice, a court 
which could be consulted, which itself also administered justice up and 
down the land at assemblies and which, in particular, took care of the 
continuity of the legal traditions. We must also recall Deborah, who 
lived between Ramah and Bethel, and to whom the Israelites came to 
have justice administered to them (Jg. iv. 4f.). Finally, the picture of 
Samuel too, going on circuit year by year between Bethel, Gilgal, and 
Mizpah to administer justice (iSam. vn.i5ffi), suggests the surmise that 
the historical Samuel, upon whom later tradition piled every conceiv¬ 
able of&e-prophet, judge, Levite—might have been an administrator 
of justice of this kind. This institution of an administrator of justice 
persisted, according to Mic. rv. 14 [v. i] and Deut. xvn. 8ff., right into 
the period of the monarchy. 

But this body of law, to some extent taken over from the Canaanites, 
did not have for Israel at all a secular character. For Israel all law was of 
divine origin : therefore the fusion of this law with the old apodictic 
divine law of early Jahwism was only a matter of time. There is no 
indication that Israel-rated this originally Canaanite law any diflferently 
from her own hereditary sacral law. 

So then, in Israel’s pre-monarchical period, we have to do with 
people who could only comprehend and understand the world on the 
basis of the sacral, that is, in the light of sacred forms of order and laws 
which took their origin in the cult and were maintained by means of 
rituals. Life was only possible as people submitted to the authority of 
these sacral regulations and for their own part joined in carrying them 
out. For them, there was absolutely no meeting-ground with, or 
participation in, the divine otherwise than by submitting to these 
sacred regulations which governed both their life as a community, 
and their dealings as farmers with their physical environment. The 
deliberate breach of any sacral regulation was therefore associated 
with all the horror felt at cultic profanation, and experienced with 

Alt, K.S., VOL . I , pp. 3oofF.; M. Noth, “Das Amt des Richters Israels,” in Fest-- 
schriftfur A. Bertholet, edd. W. Baumgartner et al., Tubingen 1950, pp. 404ff. Noth 
takes the judge to be one who proclaims the apodictic law of God. A rather different 
view is taken by F. Horst, in Ev. Th.,ig$6, pp. 52 ff. 
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a genuineness such as was probably at no time afterwards known in 
Israel.®^ 

Precisely in view of such a naive attachment to the objective world 
of the cult and to ritual, one thing is bound to strike the historian of 
comparative religion, namely the dwindling part played by magic in 
this religion. Its absence already gives the Israel of the time an excep¬ 
tional position within all the fairly comparable forms in the history of 
religion, especially the religion of the ancient East. An undoubt^ly 
valid complete distinction has recently been made between magical 
thought and religious thought. Magical thought is a definite early form 
of man’s picture of the world, a certain mode of looking at things and 
their relationships, and of maintaining one's position within them.®* 
What is characteristic of it is a very realistic conception of the forces, 
and of the possibilities of their transmission or direction, not just by 
means of what is alive, but also through the medium of "dead" objects. 
Without question, early Israel as well was spellbound by this “dyna- 
mistic” view of the world-indeed, she clung so persistently to the idea 
of the material force of what was holy or unclean, and to the possibility 
of its transmission, that we are fac^ with the question whether this 
was only a matter of the survival of a way of thinking virtually long 
overcome, or whether it was something much more important for 
Israel. In this sense the early Israelite cult altogether carries the impress 
of an understanding of the world that was still largely magical-perhaps 
it might better be called “dynamistic.”®* Here then the issue is not as 
yet joined. But it is valid to speak about]ahwism's unyielding infl©(i- 
bility against magic from the moment that magic reveals itself as a 
well-tried technique for influencing the deity, or when man, with its 
aid, takes into his own control, to further his own needs, events or 

We may ask whether even in the period of the monarchy so great a muster couid 
stiii have been raised to avenge a crime as is reiated in Jg. xix.22£ 

®*C. H. Ratschow, A%iewni/Reiigion, Guterslohi947;S. Mowinckei, Reiigion und 
Ku/iim,G ottingen 1953, pp. 27S., 15; “Magic is originaiiy a technique, a way of activeiy 
infiuencingtheworid rather than an attitude in which it is contempiated.... Primitive 
man wants to maintain himseif over against the worid; he beiieves that he possesses 
means through which he can render the powers which in a sinister way surround his 
existence tractabie. To this extent magic is the primitive threshoid of technoiogy." 
E. Spranger, Die Magic derSeeU, Tiibingen 1947, p. 66. 

®® Comprehensive materiai is gathered together by A. Berthoiet in Die Reiigion in 
Geschichte uni Cegenwart, 2 nd edn. Tubingen 1927-31, VOL. Ill, pp. i847ff.;id., Das 
Dynamistische im Ah Tiibingen 1926. See below, pp. 277 ff. 


THE CRISIS DUE TO THE CONQUEST 

powers that belong to the deity. We arc certainly not wrong to explain 
as deriving from the peculiar nature of Jahwism the limit here set to 
magic and its competency, unique in the history of religion. Jahweh’s 
invasive power, revealing himself on all sides as personal will, was 
absolutely incompatible with the impersonal automatic action of the 
operation of the forces of magic. Neither was this Jahweh made avail¬ 
able by being influenced by magic; nor could people ward him off by 
means of magical invocations; nor was it possible, by, as it were, a high¬ 
handed drawing upon his powers, to achieve effects which did not 
proceed in the most direct and personal fashion from himself. For the 
same reason, magic was also removed from legal ideas in Israel at an 
early period. The idea of the magical character of guilt, or of the magi¬ 
cal effect of sanctuary, was superseded in Israel at an early period by 
clear notions about the moral responsibility of the individual.54 

®* F. Horst, in Ev.Th.,i9s6, pp. s6S., and now GottesReck,ig6i, pp. 26 gff. 
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C HAFTER C 

THE CRISIS DUE TO THE 
FORMATION OF THE STATE 

I. THE DEMOLITION OF THE OLD 

N the whole, unlike the Conquest, the transformation of the 
old clan alliance into a state was an event concluding in a 
comparatively brief space of time, in the generation between 
Saul and Solomon. Nevertheless it did not provoke any acute crisis for 
religious and cultic life. Some time was required before Jahwism 
became aware of the manifold consequences. During the episodic 
military kingship of Saul, no violent reaction was in any case to be 
expected from the cultic and religious side, for Saul had of course been 
just another charismatic leader of the old sort. Even though we must 
not overlook the opposition which became vocal when the charis¬ 
matic leadership was transformed into a monarchy (i Sam. x. 27 , xi. 12 ), 
still, the whole sacral life remained unaffected by this monarchy. At 
that time the state was still far from exerting influence on the faith as an 
autonomous power. So the change in her internal life which Israel 
experienced through the superior political and military initiative of 
David must have been all the more incisive. By his wars David had 
succeeded in extending the frontiers far beyond the area hereditarily 
occupied by the former clan alliance; indeed, his kingdom had become 
an empire, comparable with the empires on the Nile and in Mesopo¬ 
tamia, in that, similarly organised, almost a whole garland of vassal 
states could be attached to it.^ This empire’s defence called for the 
development of an armed force of regular soldiers; in cities hitherto 
Canaanite garrisons for the charioteers presently came into existence. 
The administration of this empire was served by a new division into 
“districts” (1 Kings iv.yff.): at court and in the country outside a staff 
of officials bore the burden of administration; the people had to con¬ 
tribute by way of taxes and imposts towards the costs of all this adminis¬ 
trative apparatus, and, not least, of the magnificence which the court 
attained under Solomon. In the countryside outside Jerusalem the king 
owned estates, whose tenants had to deliver produce to the court. 

^Alt, KS.,V0L. Il,pp. 66ff. 


David chose an old Canaanite city as the seat of the court; and he him¬ 
self, as a former military leader, was a man who to begin with had not 
the authorisation of any kind of sacral standing to take up this position 
as ruler. Even only a little time before, in the sphere of the clan alliance, 
who would have thought such a thing possible? 

Changes of such a radical kind are never to be attributed solely to 
external impulses and current political necessities. The expansion of the 
Philistines towards the interior, putting pressure upon Israel, unques¬ 
tionably had a function in evoking them; it was responsible for the fact 
that affairs in the political sphere remained in flux both in Saul’s time 
and later under David. But for things to have gone on in such a way 
as to lead to so vast a re-formation, decisive conditions must have 
already been present within Israel as well. What might also, of course, 
have happened was that the political development in Palestine brushed 
aside the patriarchal clan alliance, which with its limited possibilities of 
self-defence succumbed to its better-equipped enemies. Instead, Israel 
came powerfully on the scene in a completely changed form, and found 
courage to tackle political and cultural tasks which still lay far beyond 
her range of vision in the period of the Judges. As lies in the nature of the 
case, such changes in the innermost depth of a people’s heart can as a 
rule only be rather indirectly inferred by the historian, that is, from 
their final results : they elude direct fixation, because of course the 
people itself was scarcely aware of them. So too with ancient Israel we 
can really only note the great difference between the spiritual climate in 
the era before the foundation of the state and that of even the beginning 
of the period of the monarchy. We have seen that we had to picture 
the Israel of the time of the Judges as standing, in cultural and religious 
development, on a purely patriarchal level of civilisation, as people en¬ 
closed by and sheltered in the supra-personal ordinances of the cult and 
community life, the latter of which was characterised by a sense of 
solidarity now inconceivable to us. The individual’s life was enclosed 
in that of larger units superior to it-kindred and tribe-and the life of 
these groups knew itself to be in unity with the natural orders of life of 
their environment. There was no tension between inward and outward, 
between the “i” and the world, since outside in every department of 
natural life the sacred regulations held sway which the&h-exalted and 
into which man had to fit. Even birth and death were understood as 
supra-personal things, and not as events with which the individual had 
to cope personally. The whole of life was sheltered in rites and sacral 
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ordinances: it was hallowed and supported by festivals and usages 

whose force was immovably established. What then makes it so hard 

for us to answer the question as to the “significance” of these rites is the 

fact that the Israel of that time had hardly become consciously aware of 

such a conceptual content of the rites which she had to perform. It 

can be assumed, anyway, that thought-at any rate the individual’s ' 

thought-had in no sense such a regulative and critical significance in 

shaping the life of the individual as it was now very soon to have in ^ 

Israel too, in the circles of the wise men about the court.^ From the deep 

constraint of this archaic piety Israel began to emerge at the start of the 

period of the monarchy. To be sure, there will also have been groups 

in the countryside whom the new spirit did not affect until a relatively 

late date, indeed perhaps there were even some who were never 

affected at all. Even so, there is every just&cation for fixing as the date 

of the beginning of a new era in Israel’s spiritual life the period of the 

monarchy; for the poetic and literary productions to which she gave 

birth in rapid succession from this time on presuppose a completely 

changed intellectual and spiritual temper in those who wrote them. 

Although initially the representatives of this new spiritual climate may 
only have been a small group in the environs of the court, still, the 
development could not be halted, and it certainly, even rapidly, gained 
ground, for the prophets as early as the eighth century confronted 
a population whose forms of existence were in complete disintegration. 

A spiritual change which could set in and gain ground with such 
impetus, in the shape of a new political will, and at the same time also ^ 

of a new cultural upsurge and new religious ideas, must have had its 
way prepared in part at least by weariness and exhaustion in the pre¬ 
ceding era. The victory of the new would not have been so complete 
if a need for change had not been felt, be it distinctly or vaguely. 

Indeed, the picture of the conditions obtaining at Shiloh in the last 
days of the Amphictyony shows a serious demoralisation of custom, 
and also a dissatisfaction on the part of the worshippers (iSam. i-m). 

We have no reason to disbelieve the unfavourable judgment passed by 
the narrator, who was certainly still near to the situation: the word of i 

Jahweh had grown rare in the land; and even the priest who had 
supreme authority in the clan alliance was by now quite unaccustomed 
to having to deal with revelations from Jahweh. Another sign that this 
era had come to an end can be deduced from the separation of the old 
^ C. H. Ratschow, Magieund Religion, Giitersloh 1947, p. 76. 
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localised sacral traditions from their local points of attachment, and 
their conversion into disengaged narrative material. The story of the 
appearance of Jahweh at Bethel and of Jacob’s vow to build a house of 
God there and to pay tithes was, of course, originally the cultic legend 
of this sanctuary: its sole function was to guarantee the sanctity of this 
place as a place of worship and the legitimacy of customs practised 
there-the anointing of the stone and tithes. Such traditional material 
was only known in this one capacity-its aetiological one-for it 
belonged as it were to the inalienable property of the sanctuary con¬ 
cerned: it was only there that it was reverently handed on from genera¬ 
tion to generation. What a lot must have happened to these cultic 
legends, and how changed must the conception of them have become, 
for them now to go out as ordinary narrative material in such a way 
that it was soon possible for collectors to treat them as literature and to 
arrange them in larger narrative complexes ! Indeed, their separation 
from the cult did not only mean a pronounced secularisation of the 
material hitherto oriented on the sacral: with the decay of the old 
aetiological aim, the whole of the former inner meaning of the tradi¬ 
tions concerned necessarily changed. This move of the old sacral 
material from the sanctuaries to the studies of writers may also well be 
taken as another indication that the era of the cultic practice of the 
patriarchs had passed away. 

2. THE NEW ORDERS 

Israel, whose defence Jahweh had formerly reserved to himself, by 
raising up in time of war charismatic leaders with whom he personally 
went into battle-this Israel had now become a state, determining for 
itself the extent of its own territory and its internal war-potential alike. 
Indeed, in the earliest period of David’s reign, it might have looked as 
if Israel had completely renounced Jahweh’s sovereignty over her, since 
David himself had formerly been a professional soldier in the body of 
retainers organised by Saul, and was thus without sacral consecration. 
His elevation as king over Judah, as well as his appointment over the 
united tribal groups of Israel and Judah, are represented as acts of 
political acumen (ii Sam. v. 1 - 3 ).^ The capture of Jerusalem was entirely 
a private affeir of David’s, by means of which he selected for himself a 
place of residence between the two great clan groups. Compared, 

® Alt, KS., voL.i,p. 38. The elders adduce three arguments: David’s close ties of 
blood, David’s previous military record, and in the last place designation by Jahweh. 
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therefore, with Israel and Judah, Jerusalem had a special constitutional 
status-it was the “city of David/’ But to assume a complete religious 
break would be to betray little historical understanding of the enormous 
powers of persistence inherent in sacral conceptions. In actual fact, 
despite all change, David still looked on his wars as wars of Jahweh; 
nor can there be doubt, either, about his own personal adherence to 
Jaliwism. On the whole then, the institution of the monarchy was a 
newcomer in Israel, indeed almost something bom out of season. Con¬ 
sequently, it was inevitable that its relationship with the central tradi¬ 
tions of the faith was strained from the outset and, right down to its 
end, the monarchy never succeeded in extricating itself from this strain. 

I. David’s throne did indeed very soon receive direct sacral legitima¬ 
tion, in the prophecy of Nathan (ii Sam. vii). Not only have recent 
investigations revealed a very old kernel in this tradition, namely 
vss. 1-7, life, 16, 18-21, 25 - 29 , but form-critical comparison has also 
established striking similarities to the Egyptian royal record.4 From the 
incidental remark “sitting in his palace” at the beginning, and continu¬ 
ing with the king’s expressed intention to build a temple, right down 
to the divine declaration of the fiHal relationship granted to the king 
and the endorsement of his mle-all these, in nearly every feature, can 
be shown to be borrowings from, and indeed almost copies of, cere¬ 
monial texts long stylised in the court of Egypt. In the ancient Egyptian 
theology of the kingship a special part is played by the so-called royal 
protocol, a document listing the king’s throne-name, attesting his 
divine sonship, his commission as ruler, the promise that his dominion 
would endure for ever, etc.: this document, allegedly written by the 
deity himself, was handed to the king at his accession. In this matter 
too the court in Judah followed the usage in Egypt, for the the 

“testimony,” which the High Priest Jehoiadah handed to the young 
Joash at his coronation can only mean a royal protocol of the kind 
(11 Kings XI. 12 ).® It is also certain that the King of Judah-again like 
his great Egyptian prototype—received special names when he ascended 

^L. Rost, DleUberlieferungvonder Thronnachfolge Davids, henceforth cited as 
Thronnachfolge, B.W.A.N.T., Stuttgart 1926, pp. 47ff. ; S. Herrmann, “Die Konigs- 
novelle in Agypten und Israel,”in Wissenschaftl. Zdtschr d. Karl-M arx-U niv. Leipzig 
(Gesellschafts-u. sprachwissensch. Reihe), 1953-4, pp. 5ilF. 

® G. von Rad, “Das judaische Konigsritual,” in Th. Lx., I947» cols. 20ifF., reprinted 
m Gesammelte Studien zum Alten Testament, Munich 1958, henceforth cited as Ges, 
Studien, pp. 205fF. 


the throne? But, of course, for the Hebrew way of thinking, the royal 
protocol could only be a covenant made by Jahweh with the king. And 
this very term does occur in the very old “Last Words of David” 
(II Sam. xxm. 5) and in Ps. cxxxii. 12 which is undoubtedly pre-exilicJ 
It is, of course,’ impossible to prove that all the elements in this royal 
ritual go back to David himself, but there are good reasons for suppos¬ 
ing that the ground was prepared for them as early as his own time; 
for, in the light of many Egyptian parallels, the revelation of Jahweh in 
Solomon’s dream (iKings m. 4-15) also shows itself to be a ceremonial 
text of the kind-the revelation in a dream at the sanctuary, the king 
as child of God, the march to the city, the sacrifices, and, above all, the 
deity’s authorisation of the king’s mle, again suggest the close adherence 
of the Judean ceremonial to the Egyptian model.® 

In Israel too these and other courtly ceremonial forms were the 
bearers of a whole store of equally traditional ideas. The king is God’s 
son-though in Israel certainly not in the physical mythological sense, 
but per adoptionem : he is commissioned to rule by God himself, he 
governs with perfect justice and wisdom, he is the great benefactor and 
shepherd of his people, which flourishes under his rule; yes, even the 
natural fertility of man, beast, and field increases through the blissful 
effect of this rule. The king is fair, and around him is an atmosphere of 
joy.9 Abroad, he is the dread victor who triumphs over all his foes. 
As has been said, these are conventional ideas which permeate all 
courtly utterance—^this was the customary way of paying homage to 
the king and was also the way in which he himself conceived his 
office. Oddly enough, this Jerusalem court-theology assigned to the 
king the priestly office as well (Ps. cx. 4 ). But in actual fact, looking 
at the whole inner structure of cultic life in ancient Israel, it is hard to 

® A. M. Honeyman, “The evidence for royal names among the Hebrews,” in 
Journal of Biblical Literature, 1948, pp. I7ff.; S. Morenz, “Kgyptische und davididische 
Konigstitulatur,” in Zeitschrift Jiir iigyptische Sprache und Altertumskunde, 1954 , pp. 73 f. 

’ Since the Hebrew is occasionally used as synonym for the expressions 
in Ps. cxxxn. 12 and n Kings xi. 12 approximate very closely. The “decree” about 
which the anointed in Ps. n. 7 speaks also approximates quite closely to the concept of 
berith. 

® S. Herrmann, in Wissenschaftl Zeitschr. d, Karl-M arx-U niv. Leipzig, 1953-4, pp. 

® Beauty: Jg. vm. 18; iSam. rx. 2 , x. 23, xvi. 12 , 18, xvn.42;n Sam. xiv. 25; 

I Kings I. 6; Is. xxxni.17; Ps. XLV. 3 [2]. Joy: i Kings v. 21 [v. 7];n Kings XI, 20; 
Ps. XXI. 2, 7 [i, 6]. See below, p. 322, n. 8 . 
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understand a king in Jerusalem as a cultic official. For this the monarchy 
appeared far too late in history, that is to say, at a time when the sacral 
offices had long been settled. None the less, what we have here is 
obviously a very old court tradition which had come over to David’s 
court from pre-Israelite Jerusalem. Certainly, on the whole, the 
monarchy in no sense succeeded in practice in combining the 
powers of the High Priest with its own office-indeed it does not 
even seem to have attempted to do so. Nevertheless the innovations 
brought by the monarchy were very decisive for Israel’s cultic life 
as well.^® 

The monarchy which was formed in the so-called Northern King¬ 
dom after the dissolution of the empire of David and Solomon is to be 
estimated quite differently from David’s monarchy. Its‘basis was not a 
dynasty authorised once for all by Jahweh. On the contrary it repre¬ 
sented, constitutionally, a much less divergent prolongation of the 
ancient Israelite charismatic leadership, which was now bound to a 
permanent institution, though admittedly by popular acclamation. 
This basing of the royal office on a charisma conferred by Jahweh was 
bound, of course, to make conditions in this kingdom much more 
unstable, in that with the extinction of the charisma of the man who wore 
the crown there also followed necessarily the extinction of the subjects’ 
allegiance. Moreover, it was given in the basic structure of the kingdom 
of Israel that it was time and again convulsed by revolutions. There 
were periods when the succession was dynastic; but shortly before the 
final calamity, the kingdom was again convulsed by a series of revolu¬ 
tions. Those kings who seized power in rapid succession were con¬ 
sidered by the prophet Hosea to be nothing but instruments of the 
divine wrath (Hos. xiii.ii)d^ 

2. David too linked up with the old amphictyonic tradition when he 
set up his kingdom. This time admittedly there was no journey to 
Shiloh, but “he brought Shiloh to Jerusalem.” The transference of the 
Ark, the sanctuary common to all the clans of Israel, was “a state action 

Others have more strongly emphasised the cultic functions of the Judean kings. 
So A. R. Johnson in “The role of the king in the Jerusalem cultus,” in The Labyrinth. 
Further Studies in the Relation between M yth and Ritual, ed. S. H. Hooke, London 1935, 
pp. Jiff. ; and recently in Sacral K i ngshi p. I. Engnell is still more radical in many of his 
writings. On the other side cf. M. Noth, “Gott, Konig, Volk im Alten Testament,” in 
Zeitschriftfur Theologie und Kirche, henceforth cited as Z.Tfc.K, 1950, pp. i57fF., re¬ 
printed in Ge 5 ,pp. i 88 ff. 

Cf. Alt, K.S., VOL. II, pp. ll6ff. 
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of the first magnitude.” Hc also had in mind to build a temple, al¬ 
though it was only Solomon who was able to put the plan into execu¬ 
tion. For a right understanding of this project, we have to bear in mind 
the peculiar legal position, since the Temple was erected on crown 
property (II Sam. xxiv. 24fF.), and it was the king w ho commissioned it. 
Further, it was the king who had to arrange for repairs as they became 
necessary; it was his bounden duty to subsidise the Temple from time 
to time; and, if necessary, he had the right to reform the cult: the 
priests were crown officials. It is from this standpoint then that we 
shall have to judge the occasional admission of foreign cults, to which 
the kings of Judah periodically allocated a place in the Temple beside 
the cult of Jahweh (11 Kings xvi.iofF., xxi.4fF., xxiii.4fF.).In antiquity, 
such recognition of the gods of the great powers on the part of subject 
powers was the result of political necessity. Severe as might be the 
affront thereby offered to Jahweh’s claim to exclusive worship, what 
took place in the state Temple has to be regarded in a special way: it 
was governed by presuppositions that were different from the cultic 
practices outside Jerusalem. What was later true of the sanctuary at 
Bethel was then true for Solomon’s Temple: it was a “royal sanctuary'’ 
and a “temple of the empire” , Am. VII. 13) ; 

it was a state sanctuary, at which were made the king’s own personal 
sacrifices, and, in particular, the sacrifices for the nation as well. By this 
means the old amphictyonic cult of Jahweh moved into a state sanctu¬ 
ary, and this sanctuary was erected in an old Canaanite city that was 
devoid of any legitimate traditions connecting it with Jahweh ! Now, 
this Temple and its worship would certainly have scarcely affected the 
religious life of the broad mass of the people in Israel, and would have 
remained a private matter concerning David’s Jerusalem alone, if 
David had not brought up the sacred Ark to Zion. But to this cultic 
object all the clans of the old amphictyonic league regarded themselves 
as owing allegiance; and consequently, because of the Ark, Solomon’s 
Temple became the sanctuary for all Israel. Its sacral function was thus 
somewhat complicated : as a royal sanctuary it was the place of national 

0. Eissfeldt, “Silo und Jerusalem,” in Test., Suppl. iv(i 957 ), p. 142. On the 
transplanting of the amphictyonic cult to Jerusalem see M. Noth, “David und Israel 
in 2 Sam. J,* m Melanges Bibliques redigees en I'honneur de Andre' Robert, Paris 1956, 
pp. I 22 fF. 

K. Galling, Konigliche und nichtkdnigliche Stifter beim Tewpel von Jerusalem^ 
Beitrage zur biblischen Landes- und Altertumskunde, Stuttgart 1950 , pp. i 34 fF.; 
Johnson, Sucrul Kingship, p. 47 (“royal chapel”). 
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worship, but as the place where the Ark was, it was Israel’s central 
sanctuary. 14 It has been rightly asserted that we ought not to think of 
the old amphictyonic order as coming to an abrupt end, but simply that 
the Temple in Jerusalem with the Ark now became the common 
sanctuary of all the Israelites. Of course, the only way of envisaging 
the situation is to suppose that in fact the state of affairs at the new 
sanctuary constantly deviated more and more from the old order. 
How far was the old levy of the members of the Amphictyony, who 
were ready to let Jahweh lead them into holy wars and who learned 
Jahweh’s commandments at the pilgrimage festivals, comparable with 
the masses who assembled in that Temple where the sacrifices were 
offered of a state which was also more and more emancipating itself 
politically from Jahweh’s control? What sort of an Amphictyony was 
this, whose individual members, the clans, were increasingly losing the 
capacity of action, since their tribal constitution fell into decay under 
the burden of the growing powers of the state? To be sure, Deuteron¬ 
omy makes the attempt to revive the old amphictyonic order once 
more.^® But what a theoretical makeshift is this “Israel” of Deuteron¬ 
omy’s ! At bottom, Israel has already become so much of a state that 
the idea of separate clans, which once composed it, can in fact no longer 
arise. The reason why Deuteronomy drafts an Amphictyony without 
clans-a contradictio in adiecto —is that, politically, the clans were no 
longer of account even as partially autonomous groups. 

Such innovations in the sacral life of an ancient people call for legiti¬ 
mation. So it is no wonder that in the Old Testament we meet with 
traditions whose purpose was to derive the new order from a decree or 
a special direction of the deity. Thus, the story in ii Sam. xxiv can un¬ 
hesitatingly be regarded as the lsqoq XoyoQ of Jerusalem. Jerusalem stood 
completely outwith any traditions connecting it with Jahweh-indeed, 

We know little about the pre-Israelite cults which were previously fostered in 
Jerusalem, or about their fate after the taking over of the city. But it seems certain that 
the “God most high” Gen. XIV. i 8f.) was worshipped in Jerusalem before the 

time of David. H. Schmidt, “Jahwe und die Kulttraditionen von Jerusalem,” in 
z.A.w.,ms, pp. 168 ff.; G. Widengren, Sakrales Konigtumim Alten Testament md 
im Judentum, Stuttgart 1955, p. n; Johnson, Sacral Kingship, pp. 43fF. The same holds 
true for the concept of Jahweh as the king of high h eaven, which was apparently alien 
to older Jahwism. On the cultic traditions of Jerusalem see H. J. Kraus, Psalmen, vol. 
I., pp. ipyff- (Bib. Komm.). 

^ M. Noth, D ie Gesetze im Pentateuch, reprinted in Ges.Studien, pp. 46f., 44 f. 

See below, p. 227. 
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as a former Canaanite city-state with Canaanite sanctuaries it must have 
been particularly suspect in the eyes of the people who were devotees of 
Jahwism. But this tradition in Samuel, which even in its present form 
is still completely self-contained, now tells how the first altar of Jah¬ 
weh came to be built in Jerusalem. David had his attention drawn to the 
spot by the appearance of the angel of Jahweh himself, and only built 
the altar when directed by a seer to do so. The final inference that this 
altar was pleasing to Jahweh was the fact that the pestilence affecting 
Jerusalem was checked on its erection. This narrative is full of features 
of great antiquity: it is perfectly possible that it dates back to the time 
of David or Solomon, the time of course when it really had a function 
to fulfil. There is another similar narrative-complex, which is admit¬ 
tedly much more comprehensive, the “story of the Ark” (iSam. iv-vi; 
II Sam. vi). It depicts the fortunes of the Ark from the time when it 
was taken from Shiloh into battle with the Philistines down to its 
ceremonious reception in Zion by David. 17 To be sure, we can no longer 
call it a iegdg X6yog proper, for in spirit it stands outwith the realm of 
the sacral and comes nearer to that form of story-writing about which 
we shall have to say more later on. The way in which it is able to keep 
up the suspense, even when it recounts set-backs, and presents the 
readers right at the start with two successive defeats of Israel, betrays 
in itself quite an amount of artistic shaping. All the same, there is no 
mistaking that the purpose of the whole complex is to establish the 
continuity between Israel’s old central sanctuary and her new one. 
Since on this odd, roundabout way from Shiloh to Jerusalem, Jahweh 
had borne witness to himself in many acts, it was evident that the 
transportation was an event brought about by Cod, and not an arbit¬ 
rary transaction of man’s. In particular, however, the account of the 
fetching of the Ark in iiSam. vi is not simply to be taken as a once-fbr- 
all event, but as, at the same time, the ceremonial of an annually recur¬ 
ring festival; for the other account of the reception of the Ark in the 
Temple in i Kings vm discloses in its basic features-assembly, pro¬ 
cession, sacrifice, and blessing-the same procedure. Psalm cxxxii 
also supplies us with material to reconstruct this festival, since it too 
tells of David’s efforts to fetch in the Ark and of Jahweh’s rising up to 
go to his resting-place (this is the way in which we will have to under¬ 
stand this Psalm), an event celebrated annually by a great procession? 

L. Rost, ThronnachfoJge, pp. 4ff. 

J. Kraus, D \ e Konigsherrschaft Gottes im Alten Testament, Tubingen 1951, pp. 82 fF. 
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But this celebration of the foundation of the sanctuary was only one 
aspect of the festival, for the psalm also understands Jaliwch's choice of 
Zion as the foundation and confirmation of the Davidic dynasty, that 
is, Jahweh’s covenant with David, the “lamp which he promised him. 
There is much then to be said for the assumption that in the month 
Ethnaim, that is, in the context of the great annual festival in the 
seventh month (1 Kings viii.2), a “royal festival of Zion” was cele¬ 
brated which was a festival both of the foundation of the sanctuary and 
of the foundation of the dynasty. Jahweh had chosen Zion as the place 
of his resting. But Zion was also the place of the throne of his anointed. 
The throne of Jahweh and of his anointed were inseparable-indeed, 
in the light of Ps. cx. If., they were really oned® 

3. Now, alongside these sacral traditions of the court, although 
independently, another quite different set of ideas must have come into 
being and found speedy acceptance in Jerusalem; namely the tradition 
of Zion as the mountain of God and his dwelling-place. Even in Ps. 
Lxxvin. 68ff. the choice of Zion and the election of David are clearly 
differentiated as two separate acts. Even a superficial comparison of 
Pss. xLVijXLvm, and lxxvi, with the basic ideas which go to make up 
these “songs of Zion,’^ shows not only that these poems are closely 
related, but also that they clearly derive from a common tradition— 
Jahweh has taken up his abode on Zion, the mountain of God, “the joy 
of all the earth” (Pss. lxxvi. 2 , xlviii. 2) ; once upon a time nations and 
kings banded themselves together against Zion, but Jahweh repelled 
them with sovereign power (Pss. xlviii. 4fF., lxxvi.5 fT, xlvi. 

It is difficult to know whether these verses have any historical event as 
their background, for history is not the reference of these very vague 
and often merely allusive statements. Rather they tell of something like 
a mythical event, viewed in 3 timeless distance or proximity. Again, 
what they say about the place where all this happens is hard to reconcile 
with the geographical situation of Jerusalem. The mountain of God 
seems to have a river belonging to it (Ps. XLVi. 4)—even in late pro¬ 
phecies the presence of a river is still connected with the picture of the 
city of God (Is. xxxiii. 2of.; Joel iv. 18 [111.18] ;Zech. xrv. 8). In this 

The later Ps. lxxviii also brings together the choice of Zion as the new cultic 
place and the choice of David. 

20 On this Zion tradition see now E. Rohland, Die Bedeutung der Erwahlungstradi- 
tionen Israels fir die Eschatologie der Propheten, 195 ^, Theol. Diss, Heidelberg; Noth, 
Jerusalemund 6\eisrael Tradition, reprinted in Ges. Studien.pp. 172ff. 
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connexion, Zion is in one instance spoken of as the mountain “in the 
far north” (Ps. xlviii. 2). Ideas are here used deriving from a very 
primitive geography with its basis in myth, and this makes it perfectly 
certain that ultimately this Zion tradition derives from pre-Israelite, 
that is, Canaanite, ideas, which were only transferred to Zion at second 
hand,^^ As a set of ideas of distinctive nature and origin, this tradition 
of the mountain of God does not play a very important part in the pre- 
exilic cultic hymnody. But the prophets took it up, and in their sayings 
it was to have great significance. Thus this tradition about Zion as the 
mountain of God is equivalent to an independent election-tradition; 
and though it was the latest of these formations of tradition, it takes its 
place independently alongside the older ones connected with the patri¬ 
archs and the Deliverance from Egypt. As far as content goes, what 
stamps it is the consciousness of unrestricted safety and security with 
Jahweh; and it is precisely this note that is taken up, and even asked to 
do too much, in the prophecies of Isaiah.^^ We have every ground for 
assuming that the David-Zion tradition was fostered in Jerusalem and 
Judah, while the patriarchal-Exodus tradition lived on in the Northern 
Kingdom. 

Psalm Lxviii too is dominated by the idea of Jerusalem as the dwell¬ 
ing-place of God and of the victorious battles ofjahweh the King. Com¬ 
pared with this, the mention in vs. 17 of Sinai seems out of place, as 
far as tradition goes, but the whole psalm presents so many difficulties 
that it must at present be left out of account. In spite of many tradi¬ 
tional elements which are undoubtedly very old, it can be dated at the 
earliest in the monarchical period (Mowinckel thinks it possible that it 
has an older poem, now re-edited, as its basis).^ 

Even by the eighth century these various election-traditions seem to 
have lived side by side in comparative independence. The prophet 
Isaiah at any rate bases himself exclusively upon the specific tradition of 
Jerusalem, and seems to have no knowledge of the old covenant and 
conquest tradition. 

This whole process of Israel becoming a state, the establishment of 
the Davidic dynasty, and the moving ofjahweh into a national Temple, 

On the mountain of God “in the north” (cf. Is. xiv. 13) see 0 . Eissfeldt, Baal 
Zaphon, Halle 1932, pp. 14ff. 

On the conceptions connected with the city of God, see also vol. h., pt. i, Ch. 
G, section 3 ; Pt. n. Ch. A, section i. Ch. B, section 2, Ch. H, section 2. 

S. Mowinckel, Der achtundsechzigste Psalm, Oslo 1953, pp. yaf. 
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was a far-reaching innovation which was effected within the course of 
two generations. The Phoenician builders whom Solomon commis¬ 
sioned to erect a temple knew nothing of Jahweh-all that they knew 
was the way in which a temple was built everywhere and from time 
immemorial. So they kept to the type of temple common in Syria and 
Palestine, the basic form of which-the separation of a “most holy 
place” by a courtyard-probably derives from Mesopotamia, and in 
the compass of which sacral symbols of the most divergent origin 
met together. We cannot possibly say that in this Temple Jahwism 
created a way of self-expression peculiar to itself. Nevertheless, to 
assert that in building this Temple Solomon laid the axe to the patri¬ 
archal faith, is altogether too simple-unless of course one believes off¬ 
hand that the transition to alien cultic forms necessarily meant the 
death-blow for Jahwism.^ No: with the formation of the state, the 
cult of Jahweh entered upon a period of crisis, in which, certainly, its 
existence was once more at stake-it took on a change in form which 
brought in its train a completely new emphasis, and new relations of 
the part to the whole. It is not necessary to add that in so doing Jahwism 
also laid itself open to completely new perils and temptations against 
which it had to arm itself and which, indeed, it had first to recognise. 
This crisis occasioned by the formation of the state was all the more 
serious in that it dovetailed into the still-present crisis due to the con¬ 
quest. Jahweh’s encounter with Baal, his appropriation of the forms and 
concepts of the Baal cult, by no means ended when Israel became a 
state: rather did this event intensify the encounter; for now relation¬ 
ships with the Canaanites became much closer and, through more 
intimate political contact with the neighbouring nations, foreign cults 
as well began to exert a much stronger influence upon Israel. 

3. THE NEW SPIRIT 

Such insights as we have into the spiritual and cultural processes and 
trends within ancient Israel are not sufficient to allow of an overall 
picture of its mental history. None the less, certain eras can be discerned 
which were particularly vital and productive spiritually, and which 
stand out in clear contrast to periods of a more conservative or stagnant 
character. We find that the early monarchical period was supremely an 
era of this kind, when there was an intellectual creative upsurge which 
opened the way to completely new dimensions of life. It must have 

See above, pp. apf. 
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been a time when the soil within was ready. Though it was still beset 
with internal problems, David’s empire was, after the union of North 
and South, a state with immense possibilities of expansion. As far as 
foreign relations went, it was pretty well established; the cultic life 
was attached to a new centre and with new forms; there was a brilliant 
court which, for its time, stood at the zenith in the cultivation of the 
things of the mind. All these were factors which could not but have 
their effect on the innermost centre of a people’s life-indeed, they 
compelled Israel to come to a completely new understanding of her¬ 
self. Now as always, she sought this understanding by way of reflexion 
on her historical origin. It is amazing that we can name three major 
historical works which must have followed upon one another at rela¬ 
tively short intervals in this era-the history of David’s rise to power 
(iSam. XVI. 14-11 Sam. v. 12), the history of the succession after David 
(n Sam. vi. 12, 2ofF.-i Kings ii), and the Jahwist’s history.26 This does 
not mean that this was the first time that Israel showed capacity for 
historical reflexion. The most simple formulae in which faith in Jahweh 
was professed-he was the one who led Israel out of Egypt, who 
promised the land to the ancestors, or who led Israel in the wilderness— 
all of which go back to a much earlier period, already owe their 
existence to theological reflexion upon history. What was new was that 
Israel now found herself able to shape history into great complexes; 
that is, not merely to call to remembrance isolated events basic to the 
history, or to string such data more or less connectedly together for 
the purposes of cultic recital, but really to present the history in its 
broad historical connexions, including all the many events which can¬ 
not be made to fit with complete consistency into any teaching, and 
taking in also its reverses, and, above all, its terrible and splendid 
humanity. The most important prerequisite for this new way of seeing 
and presenting history was a certain detachment from it-mental, not 
just chronological; and this Israel could only attain when she reached a 
certain degree of humanised culture, in fact a certain detachment from 
herself, that is, the ability to make herself the object of consideration 
We have to take the history of David’s rise to power as the oldest of the three, 
for the question as to how there came to be this dynasty would be the first reaction to 
the historical change of scene. The history of the succession to David is a legitimation 
of the regency of Solomon, and consequently came into being during that regency 
and for the sake of it. The Jahwist’s work may be a little later, for it is probably to be 
assumed that the contemporary history was the first to be depicted, and that it was 
only then that the need of a picture of the earliest history grew up. 
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and large-scale interrogation. The strangely remote distance at which 
the story-tellers stand from their subjects, which so often leaves us 
wondering how far they were really interested in them, is a characteris¬ 
tic of practically all the traditions which date from this era or which 
received their stamp in it. We have to realise that in fact we owe all 
the information that we have about the early ages in Israel solely to 
the work of the Jahwist who preserved and rearranged it. If, at the 
end of the period of the Judges, or indeed even later, in the time of 
David, Israel had vanished from the political scene because of a 
catastrophe in her history, as little would have been preserved about her 
for posterity, in spite of her wealth of historical traditions, as has been 
preserved in the case of the Ammonites and the Moabites, who, no 
doubt, had their specific traditions too : only they never found their way 
into such a large-scale view of history. 

This ability to deal with extensive complexes of connected history 
and not just episodes must be regarded as one of the most momentous 
advances in man’s understanding of himself, since its effects upon the 
spiritual development of the whole of the West are incalculable. Like 
all such advances in spiritual matters, this one was certainly only made 
possible through a whole galaxy of favourable circumstances, of which 
we can now detect only the smallest part. As is well known, the 
characteristic of all Israel’s contemplation of history is that it was a 
direct expression of her faith. Particularly for her early and most 
ancient traditions is this abundantly clear. But it has also to be recog¬ 
nised that the character of these old historical traditions was anything 
but favourable to the rise of a more comprehensive historical survey. 
For in one way or another they were all miracle stories, the accounts of 
the events at the departure from Egypt and those of the wandering in 
the wilderness and the period of the Judges alike. These events had all 
something basically episodic and isolated in them: in their character 
as miracles they stood out more or less unrelated to their contexts, and 
because they were what they were, they could therefore still properly 
stand quite on their own wherever they were recounted. The historical 
interval until the next glorification of Jahweh was often great: and even 
where it was brief, the next miracle itself had also only something of 
the episodic in it and lacked inner connexion with what had gone 
before. Episodes, however, even when the stories are closely knit 
together, still stop far short of being a survey of history or an under¬ 
standing of widely-spaced courses of events in history. Now, however. 


a radical change had come over the conception of Jahweh’s action in 
history; for people were beginning to see that, in addition to activity 
by means of miracles or dramatic, catastrophic events, Jahweh had 
another quite different field in which he worked, one which was much 
more hidden from men’s view and lay rather in their daily lives. It is 
true that in the majority of the individual narratives in the Jahwist’s 
great compilation it is the older idea of Jahweh’s immediate visible or 
audible intervention that stands in the foreground. But besides these, 
there are already stories which completely dispense with any outwardly 
perceptible influence of Jahweh on the history. These stories accord 
of course more nearly with the time of the Jahwist himself-indeed, 
for the purposes of interpretation, they practically serve as clues for our 
general understanding of the Jahwist. Eor example, the story of the 
wooing of Rebecca is a tacit account of guidance : it makes Abraham 
express his confidence in God’s guidance; the sign which the servant 
prayed for is granted without any miracle whatsoever; Laban too 
speaks of Jahweh as having guided the matter, although providence 
had been exercised in a quite hidden way. Here Jahweh had no doubt 
taken a hand, and if you wish you may call Gen, xxiv a miracle story 
too. But it is a quite different kind of miracle from those hitherto 
related, since this intervention of Jahweh no longer needed to break 
from the outside into the normal evolution of events upon earth to 
make itself felt. At the moment when the girl offered to supply the 
servant and his camels with water, Jahweh’s providence had already 
achieved its purpose. This story is thus much more interested in the 
guidance of the heart than in the outward events. 

Once a single example has drawn our attention to this great differ¬ 
ence in understanding, a considerable group of stories immediately 
comes up which are distinguished from the older ones in this charac¬ 
teristic way, and which all belong to this new age, even if we cannot 
date them exactly. It is fascinating to see how they fulfil their specific 
task compared with the others, for in the matter of narrative technique 
this indirect method of the action of Jahweh naturally made much 
higher demands on the narrator. In the wooing of Rebecca, it was the 
granting of a prayer which enabled the reader to discern his action. 
At a particularly important place, the story-tellers love to point to an 
intervention of Jahweh’s which occurred at a definite point in time, 
and yet decided the whole affair. Thus in 1 Sam. xxvi a deep sleep 
which Jahweh caused to come over Saul and his men favoured David’s 
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enterprise. Rehoboam’s insensate rejection of the counsel of the older 
men was due to a “turn of affairs” (nso), 3 . peripeteia^ which Jahweh 
brought about (1 Kings xii. 15). In the history of David’s rise to power, 
mention is made at the beginning of the evil spirit which Jahweh had 
caused to come upon Saul (iSam. xvi. 14 ), and the final note is that 
“Jahweh was with David” (11 Sam. v. 10). In the Joseph stories, on the 
other hand, the narrator makes the principal character himself refer to 
Jahweh’s guidance (Gen. XLV. 5-8, l. 20). The same technique is 
employed in the story of Ruth, which is an extremely artistic guidance 
story, for the latent theological thread in it has to be gathered, as the 
case arises, from the words of the people involved (Ruth i.8f.,ii.i2, 20, 
iv.i3f.). The man who told the story of Abimelech’s city state and its 
lamentable end set himself a very d&cult task indeed, for his subject 
is not one isolated event nor one that has to do with one person or one 
family, but the fate of a city and its despotic ruler in a particularly con¬ 
fused period of its history (Jg. ix). This is the first occasion when we 
see how a story-teller reaches out into the political sphere in order to 
describe a phase in the history of the town of Shechem. The picture is 
realistic in the extreme-but here too there falls quite directly, like a 
stone, upon the scene the statement “but God sent an evil spirit between 
Abimclech and the townsmen of Shechem” (vs. 23), and from then on 
things turn out unfavourably for Abimelech. The story in Judges ix 
makes such great demands upon its subject in order to present it that 
it practically reaches the borderline where historiography begins. But 
Israel also crossed this borderline and found her way to real historical 
writing, that most comprehensive form of a people’s self-understanding 
to which in the whole of the ancient world, besides her, the Greeks 
alone found their way, and then along quite a different road. At least 
as far as form is concerned, we meet with historical writing at its most 
perfect in the history of the succession to David. The ordering of the 
complex material into a clear sequence of scenes is masterly, the 
portrayal of the actors is brilliant, but in particular the technique 
already mentioned of inserting theological references comes to final 
perfection. More will need to be said of this later, and in greater detail.^® 
Now this completely new way of picturing Jahweh’s action in 
history, which led, as we have seen, to a new technique in narrative, 
certainly did not arise by chance; it was merely an expression of a 
more profound spiritual transformation. For an era which no longer 

2 ® See below, pp. 3o8fF. 
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experienced Jahweh’s working mainly in the sacral form of miracles or 
miracle-like episodes, and which could therefore no longer satisfac¬ 
torily express its faith in a sacral narrative-form, for such an era its 
whole relationship to the reality surrounding it must have been radi¬ 
cally transformed. This reality-we should say Nature and History— 
became secularised, and was, as it were, overnight released from the 
sacral orders sheltering it. In consequence, the figures in the stories 
now move in a completely demythologised and secular world. Un¬ 
questionably, we have here to do with the traces of an Enlightenment 
on a broad basis, an emancipation of the spirit and a stepping out from 
antiquated ideas. It did not mean, however, any abandonment of 
belief in Jahweh, nor was it a veering to an attenuated rationalised piety. 
Jahweh too had taken this road: out in this desacralised, secular world 
as well he allowed men to find him; indeed, his action in history could 
now be observed in a much more complete fashion. In order to show 
Jahweh at work, these story-tellers have no need of wonders or the 
appearance of charismatic leaders-events develop apparently in com¬ 
plete accord with their own inherent nature. Even the exceptional 
passages where the story-tellers do speak of God are not to be excluded 
-at all events, the preference was always for the least visible form of 
divine intervention : some human line of conduct, to be met with 
frequently and free from every appearance of the miraculous, was in 
Jahweh’s dispensation made a turning-point of great consequence. 
Without some remark drawing^ attention to it, no one would notice a 
break in the terrestrial chain of cause and effect. But the most important 
thing is that here Jahweh’s action embraces every department of life, 
the wholly secular as well as the sacral-there is, in fact, a certain eager¬ 
ness to discover it out in the secular world. It is only here that the belief 
-already latent in principle in the earliest Jahwism-that Jahweh is 
the cause of all things, finds its proper form .27 And, what is more, the 
chief sphere in which this action is exercised is the human heart. This 
does not mean that, because of this, the people concerned became 
“religious characters” ; on the contrary, they are men passionately and 
doggedly pursuing their own aims. And yet the reader is made aware 
that, in order to direct history, Jahweh is using them, their hearts and 
their resolutions. 

For the concept of Jahweh as the cause of all things see B. Alter und 

Aujkommen des Monotheismus in der israelitischen Reltj^ion, Berlin 1938 , pp. 40,81. 94f., 

125 . 
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With the sacral event ceasing to be the proper subject of elevated 
narrative, something quite new became the centre of interest, namely 
man—and man in the immense diversity of his being. To be able to 
portray something like the meeting of the future king with a woman 
of discretion and a ridiculous blockhead (i Sam. xxv), or a friendship 
between two men (iSam. xviii-xx), must have been an enticing new 
territory for the story-tellers of the time. In an incomparable fashion 
they rapidly ventured upon very difficult tasks and described compli¬ 
cated psychological processes, as for instance Saul’s love-hate for 
David, or the effect of a piece of news very much longed for, but 
nevertheless unexpected (“then his heart became cold,” Gen. xlv. 26 ), 
or the stammering talk of uneasy men (Gen. xlii. 26ff.). Regarded from 
the standpoint of story-telling alone, these subjects and many others 
were possibilities still lying beyond the ken of the old saga. Over and 
above all these little masterpieces stands the portrayal of the minds of 
the chief figures in the Succession Document, especially that of David 
as an obviously split character, as man with the stature of a master who 
was at the same time beset by dangerous weaknesses. Here, quite apart 
from the theological aim, a positive artikic intention has made its 
appearance. The authors of the individual narratives, too, are perhaps 
best designated as short-story writers. In masterly fashion they handle 
every style of writing—the gamut runs from Saul’s sombre tragedy 
with the witch of Endor(iSam. xxvm) right up to burlesque (the 
death of Nabal,iSam. xxv. 36-8). Their portrayal is fascinating: but 
fascinating, too, however paradoxical it may sound, is their art of saying 
nothing, of not voicing the comment which the reader himself cannot 
help making. 

Alongside this advance into the realm of psychology comes the 
growing embellishment of narrative by means of speeches which are 
put into the mouths of the people concerned. In the stories in 1 Sam. 
xxiv and xxvi the dialogues between David and Saul are the high¬ 
lights to which the external events lead up-the self-humiliation of the 
anointed who was leaving the stage before the one who was coming. 
In the form in which we have it, the story of David and Goliath 
(iSam. XVII) contains eighteen longer or shorter speeches. They clearly 
lift the real drama of the incident on to a higher plane. The external 
events in the Goliath story are themselves exciting enough. But the 
narrator is even more concerned with the tension in the spiritual 
sphere—from the oldest brother’s speech chiding the youngster for his 
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presumption right on to David’s harangues to Goliath, which convey 
the demand for faith in an almost homiletic way. This dramatisation 
of events by means of the insertion of speeches is very closely bound up 
with an art of rhetoric which, obviously under stimulus from Egypt, 
was being zealously cultivated at that time in Israel. To be able to say 
the right thing at the right time was reckoned an art in which young 
men of good standing were being dchbcrately trained. When we fur¬ 
ther take into account that this was a time when people had started 
gathering and classifying information about natural science (1 Kings 
V. pff. [IV. 29 ff .]),28 thi s rounds off the picture of an age of intensive 
enlightenment and of general spiritual initiative. Nor is that all. This 
newly-awakened appreciation of the human, this focusing of attention 
upon man, this interest in the psychological and the cultivation of 
rhetoric, give us every right to speak of a Solomonic humanism. It 
would, to be sure, be inadmissible to speak of a humanism apart from 
a literary occupation with a “past.” But then what else is the Jahwist’s 
wonderful work but one great attempt to make Israel’s past relevant 
to the spirit of a new age by reviewing and above all, spiritualising it? 
The new spirit certainly penetrates the old material to verv different 
extents in the individual traditions. Nevertheless about the whole there 
is a very lofty atmosphere into which even traditions which were left 
pretty much -untouched in their ancient forms were drawn. 

In actual fact, the divergences in style and kind amongst the units o f 
narrative are often very wide. Compare the old-world solemnity of 
the Bethel story with its expression of primitive awe in presence of 
the sacral (Gen. xxvm. 17) with the narrative telling of the birth of the 
sons of Jacob (Gen. xxix. 31 -xxx. 24). What a worldly welter of 
passions and downright human nature there is in the struggle of the 
two women for the man ! And all this gathers round the names of the 
ancestor of Israel and the ancestors of the clans, which had sounded 
solemn enough in the older tradition. But in the interval people had 
come to speak of all this in a very secular way as well. 

As can be appreciated, the reconstruction of the spiritual life of an 
era on the basis of its achievement in story-telling, that is, on the basis 
of a quite narrow sector of its total life, can only succeed in outline. A 
further handicap lies in the fact that we do not know either the repre¬ 
sentatives of this high achievement in narrative or the audience to 
whom they principally addressed themselves. The Homeric bards 

See below, pp. 424 ^ 
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sketched a picture of themselves in the person of the singer Demodo- 
cus^®: in vain do wc seek such a self-portrait of the great story-tellers 
of the Old Testament. Perhaps they are to be sought in the neighbour¬ 
hood of the teachers of wisdom.^® We also do not know how far this 
new understanding of a secularised and even partly gentlemanly life 
made headway among the broad masses o f the peasant population as 
well. It was possibly confined to the court, the capital, the officials, 
and upper classes. On the other hand we must not underestimate the 
forma&e effect on the general public of a monarchy and of such an 
intellectual upper class. More d&cult still to answer is the apestion as 
to the relationship of these story-tellers to the world of the cult. It 
would certainly be wrong to imagine, in the light of the present day, 

that in matters of faith these circles had bv now more or less radicallv 

/ 

broken with the cult. Apart from the fact’that to our knowledge such 
a cultless piety simply never existed in Israel, there is as well evidence 
enough to hand for a positive attitude decisively contradicting the 
assumption that these story-tellers took up a position of unconditional 
neutrality in cultic matters. Still, that there was a change in attitude 
towards cultic matters is evident. In a world which had become so 
detached from the sacral, and which had got into the habit of looking 
on man in such a secular way, the cult acquired a certain odd remote¬ 
ness. It did not stop being the sacral focus of life, the point where man’s 
intercourse with Jahweh took place, but the two spheres became 
divorced: “life” and cult began to go their separate ways. The history 
of the monarchy shows us the phenomenon of a growing secular 
civilisation, in the midst of which the sacral apparatus went on func¬ 
tioning. It would be wrong, however, to regard this process of secu¬ 
larisation as the great apostasy from Jahwism. At least, this was not 
the point from which the prophets started. On the contrary, they 
continued this process still more radically. Their complaints are 
directed against the disregard of the commandments Of Jahweh, 
from which cultural, political, and social life had meanwhile parted 
company. 

Odyssey, viii, 261 ff. Cf. also W. Schadewaldt, “Die Gestalt des homerischen 
Sangers,” in Von Homers Welt und Werk, 2nd edn. Stuttgart 1944, pp. 54fF. 

So already J. Hempel, Gott und Mensch im Alien Testament, 2nd edn. Stuttgart 

I 93 < 5 , p. 65. 


4. THE RELIGIOUS OPPOSITION TO THE NEW FORMATIONS 
IN STATE AND CULT 

The conclusion of the previous section largely anticipated the 
development of the history. Wc therefore start once again with 
the innovations which, from the beginning of the monarchical 
period, changed Israel’s political and sacral life. The development 
which Israel then underwent was on the whole prescribed by the 
general political and cultic conditions obtaining in Canaan. Most 
people in Israel were certainly borne along unconsciously on the stream 
of events. It can be assumed from the start that those who approved of 
this development and shared in it were in the great majority, as com¬ 
pared with those whose attitude was critical, or who rejected it. But 
although the sources give us much information about the early mon¬ 
archical period, understandably enough the data relevant to this question 
do not go beyond more or less disconnected details, which are not now 
sufficient to give any comprehensive picture of the contemporary coun¬ 
ter-currents. Even scantier are the sources for the internal history of the 
divided kingdoms. As is well known, the Deuteronomistic historian 
presents the history of this era from one single standpoint only, and the 
only question he poses concerns the attitude of the monarchs (each of 
whom he identifies with his kingdom and generation) to the one 
legitimate place of worship in Jerusalem. They were “wholly” devoted 
to Jahweh, if they regarded themselves as solely committed in worship 
to the altar in Jerusalem. Even if as historians we do not repudiate 
this Deuteronomistic standard absolutely a limine, in that it evaluates 
the whole history of the cult in the light of a demand which was 
unknown to this period, at any rate in such stringency, we must still 
allow that the point of view of the Deuteronomist’s picture is extremely 
one-sided. With regard to the whole intention of his work, the author 
had admittedly no mind whatsoever to present the history of the cult of 
this time in all its complexity. But since the Deuteronomist presents 
his idea with such pervading force, it is hard even for the critical 
investigator, as he seeks to reconstruct the historical circumstances, to 
free himself from the hypnotic influence of his account. In its schema- 
tisation his idea now and then irons out conditions in the cult which 
were actually extremely complex, with the result that his great work 
can greatly hamper the historian’s attempt to reconstruct the actual 
events from it. 
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I. In the first Book of Kings the cultic policy of King Jeroboam I, 
the foundation of the two national sanctuaries at Bethel and Dan, is 
pictured in colours of deep disgust (i Kings xii.26ff.). But on objective 
consideration of the events we will have to grant it to Jeroboam that 
the conclusion which he drew from the fact of the formation of the 
state was just the same as that which David had drawn. The kingdom 
of Israel, now dependent wholly upon itself, simply had to have a 
national sanctuary: it is therefore not even probable that the real 
motive for the founding of the two national sanctuaries was fear that 
pilgrims would otherwise go to Jerusalem (i Kings xii. 27). That the 
worship at these sanctuaries was the worship of Jahweh the Judean 
reporter had reluctantly to admit: and as far as the sanctuaries them¬ 
selves went, the king could avail himself of cultic localities hallowed 
from of old, and did not run the risk of raising as a cultic place a city 
which had hitherto played no part in Israel’s cultic life. Research has 
made it very probable that the two “calves” set up in Bethel and Dan 
were not real images of the deity, but merely a base, a pedestal for the 
(invisible) deity; and so not properly an image, but an attribute of 
Jahweli.^^ Nor is it to be assumed that in the eyes of the early monarchi¬ 
cal period itself the use of such supports for the deity was reckoned 
as an infringement of the ordinances of the cult of Jahweh; rather wc 
are again dealing with a later, more stringent interpretation of the 
commandment forbidding images. Finally, as to the complaint that 
priests were arbitrarily installed, David and Solomon too reserved to 
themselves the right of appointing and dismissing priests at their royal 
sanctuary. All in all, we shall not have to regard Jeroboam I as 
typical of the opposition to the new order, but rather as one of its 
most consistent representatives. 

^lowever, the case is different with the opposition to the choice of 
Saul as king (iSam. x. 27, xi.i 2 f.).In spite of the inadequacy of our 
information, we can well imagine that the rural population, which 
was tied to the patriarchal way of life, did not by any means accept 
without protest the great innovation of the imposition of the kingdom. 
Quite apart from religious considerations, the monarchy, as we know, 
also brought in its train a considerable curtailment of the rights of the 
free landed peasantry, as well as considerable economic burdens. The 

K. Galling, Bihlisches Reallexikon (Handbuch zum Alten Testament, ed. 0. 
Eissfeldt, henceforth cited as Hb.A.T.), Tubingen 1937, cols. 202fF. 

See below, p. 219. “^uSam. vm. is; i Kings u. 26 . 
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“right of the king” which Samuel is said to have recited to the people 
(l Sam . VIII. I 1-17) is of course thoroughly tendentious in its formula¬ 
tion -1 hi s whole account of the choice of Saul as king also derives from 
a considerably later time. Nevertheless, the details of this right of the 
king arc far from being without foundation in fact. The king actually 
did conscript the young men of the country population in order to 
put them in his garrisons as regular soldiers. He laid hands on landed 
property to set up estates of his own throughout the country; and 
from the country population, too, he drew the labour forces for these 
estates.34 Other landed property he confiscated as rewards for his 
henchmen (i Sam. xxn. 7). Me taxed the whole population to defray the 
expenses of his court (i Kings iv. 7, xx. 15 ): indeed, even womenfolk 
were not safe from his requisition, for he needed them as perfumers, 
cooks, and bakers. It is easy to imagine how the free peasantry in Israel, 
who still lived by a feeling of freedom acquired in nomadic life, must 
have regarded such interferences with their life. An utter repudiation of 
the monarchy finds its strongest expression in the fable of Jotham (Jg. 
IX. 8 fF.), which has been designated the most forthright anti-monarchi¬ 
cal poem in world literature. There it is a social, and not a religious, 
bias that holds the kingdom up to such brutal ridicule. While the rest 
of the “trees” fulfil their role for the good and weal of others, the 
thom-bush is the only anti-social good-for-nothing: its “reigning over 
the trees,” its call to them to take refuge under its shade, is a piece of 
ludicrous arrogance.^® 

As against this, all that we hear about opposition to the innovations 
in the army and the conduct of warfare came from the very heart of 
Jahwism. The very ancient account of David’s census in iiSam. xxiv 
preserves the memory of such a clearly contemporary opposition to an 
organisation and rationalising of military matters planned, and then 
executed, by David. This census certainly served military purposes. 
David wanted to know what his war potential was, he wanted to 
have figures available. But this sort of conscription of those obliged 
to do military service ran absolutely counter to what was of the very 
essence of the holy war, which was that Jahweh himself had assumed 
the responsibility for the defence of Israel. Nevertheless the story 
reports that the king’s will brushed the objections aside. 

M. Noth, “Das Krongut der israelitischen Konige und seine Verwaltung,” in 
Z.D.P.F., 1927, pp. 21 iff. Buber, KdnigtumGotteSt^. 29. 

On Jotham’s fable see E. Nielsen, Shechenty Copenhagen 1955, pp. I47ff. 










THE FORMATION OF THE STATE 


6i 


60 A HISTORY OP JAHWISM 

The sources do not allow us to make so direct an evaluation of the 
story of the rejection of Saul, for its earliest possible date is the early 
prophetic period. For the redaction as we have it, the opposition of 
king and prophet, already very much stylised, docs not allow an earlier 
date. But it is perfectly possible that the narrative subject-matter itself 
is earlier, for the king’s clash with the original ordinance of the ban 
must go back to the time when it was still possible for a method of 
conducting warfare which was in process of becoming secular to come 
into conflict with the older claims of the holy war. Saul’s sin was a 
very grievous one, for he had refused to acknowledge Jahweh by mak¬ 
ing over to him what stood under the ban. The narrative does not 
reflect upon Saul’s motives, but the antagonist to Jahwism who had 
here appeared is, of course, clear enough. Saul wanted to dispose of the 
booty as he himself thought fit. It was therefore something like 
“reasons of state” which reared their head; and, new as was this will 
for the state, the rulers were no longer willing to have the norm of 
their actions dictated by Jahweh. As a matter of history, the alterations 
in the composition of the army and the conduct of war were very 
likely the innovations to which patriarchal Jahwism first took exception. 
For where else could the clash have come about? The pilgrimages, the 
great festivals of Jahweh remained, of course, intact. Nor did the king 
lay any hands upon divine law. But Israel’s defence against its enemies— 
previously reserved to the sole competency of Jahweh-was now 
taken by the monarchy under its own control. This occasioned a con¬ 
flict that could never be resolved. In the attack of the great prophets on 
alliances and the policy of armaments the breach attained gigantic 
proportions, and peace was only re-established when the monarchy 
had disappeared from history again. 

On the other hand, the little story of Gideon’s refusal of royal dignity 
can hardly be taken as a source for an early repudiation of this institu¬ 
tion (Jg. VIM. 22-3). Here, unlike the two cases previously mentioned, 
there was no clash with any very definite usage; but the rejection of the 
monarchy is a total one- n o one may rule over Israel, since that would 
be an encroachment upon the rule of Jahweh. The argumentation of 
this rejection, which is more radical than in i Sam. viii.ifF.,xii.ifF., 
is so theological and based upon principle that it must derive from a 
time which had already attained to some degree of mental detachment 
from the events under consideration. Otherwise the passage is remark¬ 
ably colourless compared with the graphic vividness of the rest of the 


stories about Gideon, and it fails to give a very clear elucidation of this 
event which is said to Iiavc been set in motion by a request of “the 
people of Israel.” 

2. Nor, as wc learn, did the great innovation in the cult, the building 
of a temple for Jahweh, remain unchallenged. Certainly the real 
background of the protest which Nathan made to David at Jahwcli’s 
command can only be surmised rather than reliably assessed. David 
was asked whether, since the day that Jahweh brought Israel out of 
Egypt; Jahweh had ever dwelt in a house. No, he had moved about 
with Israel “in a tent and a dwelling” and had never 

given directions to build him a house of cedar (ii Sam. vii. 4 - 8 ). There 
can be no doubt that, in speaking as he did, Nathan was acting as 
spokesman of the old tradition of the “tent of meeting” with its 
completely different ideas of the presence of Jahweh.^’^ But the question 
as to the circles to which this tent-tradition was formerly attached and 
where it was fostered is completely open, and the circles probably 
can no longer be definitely ascertained. The tradition of the Tent of 
Meeting goes back to a very early time—indeed, at this time, compared 
with the Ark, its significance was possibly at the point of extinction. 
Thus it is an obvious assumption that Nathan is here playing off long- 
hallowed cultic tradition against the building of a temple.38 

Nathan’s protest died away: the Temple was built-in fact more 
than that, taken in all, the day of the old patriarchal form of Jahwism 
was altogether at an end. Admittedly, there must still have been a 
considerable body of the farming population in the country districts 
where the ancestors had settled who believed in Jahweh, but apart 
from them, where else? Jerusalem was a city dominated by the court 
and the civil service, taken up with political affairs and their anxieties: 
its native population was Canaanite and Jebusitc. And even outside 
Jerusalem in the countryside the situation was greatly changed as 
compared with the cultic conditions obtaining in the time of the 
Judges. Because of his successful wars against neighbouring peoples, 
David had been able to extend the frontiers of Israel far and wide in 
every direction. To mention only the most important extension, the 
great plains in the west, the area occupied by the Canaanites and the 

For the theological distinction between Tent and Ark see below, pp. 234ff. 

Further matter on this problem is to be found in A. Kuschke, “Die Lagervorstel- 
lung der priesterschriftlichen Erzahlung,’* in Z.^. fF., 1951, pp. 8ifF.; H. J. Kraus, 
Gottesdienst in Israel, pp. 23ff. 
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Philistines, were now added to Israel. What this great addition of 
Canaanite jpoj)ulation si^iified for eultie matters is-easy to see. The 
opposition of the mutually exelusive eultie modes, that of Jahweh 
and of Baal, had now beeome a problem within Israel herself.39 This 
brought the penetration of Jahwism by Canaanite ideas into a com¬ 
pletely new and much more dangerous phase. Admittedly, the conflict 
between Jahweh and Baal went back to the time of the entry into the 
arable land, but in that early period it could be countered more easily 
from the virgin substance of Jahwism. But in the period of the 
monarchy, through the growing symbiosis with the former Canaanite 
population, the ancient traditions about Jahweh were subjected to a 
constantly increasing syncretism, or, in other cases, were forced into 
the isolation of opposition. Along with this creeping internal dissolution 
of Jahwism into syncretism there appeared finally, in the Assyrian 
period and afterwards in the Babylonian, a growing fondness for 
foreign cults, such as, for example, those of Tammuz, Shamash, and 
Ishtar, etc. Some idea of the extent to which the cults of these gods 
had made themselves at home even in the Temple of Jahweh in Jeru¬ 
salem is given in ii Kings xxiii.4fF, and Ezek. viii.yff. 

The Nazirites are to be understood as a symptom of the opposition 
to the Canaanisation of the cult of Jahweh.^® The Nazirite’s dedication 
consisted in a vow, one of specially uncompromising allegiance to 
Jahweh. The Hebrew term Jg. XIII.5 , 7, XVI. 17) is to be 

translated as “one dedicated to God.” The one who had put himself 
at Jahweh’s disposal was obliged to abstain from certain things, 
especially from the drinking of wine, and to guard against all ritual 
impurity. In practice, of course, such vows worked out in very different 
ways (cf., for example, i Sam. xiv. 24): they might be taken as implying 
either a temporary exceptional state or a dedication for life. The story 

Alt, K.S., VOL. II. p. 52 . The story of Elijah in i Kings xvni lets us see at least in 
outline how variable the eultie history of a shrine out in the newly-won areas eould be. 
On Carmel the god originally worshipped was the Baal of Carmel. In the period after 
David an altar for Jahweh was ereeted there. But that soon again fell into disrepair 
(vs. 30), and the Baal eult regained possession, until Elijah again restored the eult of 
Jahweh. Alt, K5., vOL. II, pp. Galling, in Festschrift Albrecht Alt, pp. losff.; 

Eissfeldt, “Der Gott Karmel,” in Sitzungsbcrichte der deutschen Akademie der Wissen- 
schaften, Berlin 1953. 

W. Eichrodt, Theologie dcs Alten Testaments, henceforth cited as Theologie, 3 vols., 
Leipzig 1933-9; Eng. trans. of vol. I, trans. J. A. Baker, London 1961, p. 306 ; J. 
Pedersen, Israel III-IV, London 1940, pp. 264fF. 
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of Samson gives us our dearest picture of such 3 lifelong consecration; 
only we must guard against imagining that, because of this, every 
Nazirite was like Samson. Probably every Naziritc was a special case, 
particularly every lifelong Nazirite. The infant Samuel, too, is 
represented by the narrator as a child dedicated to the sanctuary (i Sam. 
I. II, 28 ; II. 20). In individual cases the custom would be applied in 
different ways. But probably the basic idea always present was that tlie 
person concerned cut himself off from the normal ways of life by 
abstention from certain things, and so put himself at the disposal of 
the deity as a special instrument. In some sense the Nazirites were 
probably all charismatic persons. Originally these vows of abstention 
probably had no special causal connexion with the defensive struggle 
against the Canaanite religion, but as die distinction between the two 
eultie practices became increasingly blurred, it was inevitable that the 
Nazirate obtained the force of an important sign in this struggle. It 
had become the challenging token indicating a total surrender to 
Jahweh that was much more unconditional than was general. Behind 
the Nazirite could be seen a Jahweh who had already become a 
stranger to the official cult. Amos groups the Nazirites together with 
the prophets as signs of Jahweh’s claim upon Israel which ought not 
to have been disregarded (Am. ii. iiff.). The Priestly Document 
preserved ritual prescriptions which were to be observed at the begin¬ 
ning and the end of a temporary Nazirate (Num. vi. rff.). Acts gives 
an account of a final offshoot of the custom (Acts xxi. 23ff.). 

The Rechabites stood much more in the front line of the struggle to 
maintain the purity of Jahwism in the arable land. They were a clan¬ 
like association (and so not a “sect”), which on religious grounds clung 
tenaciously to the nomadic way of life even in the arable land. They 
refused to live in houses, that is, in village or town communities; they 
did not cultivate the soil, or plant vineyards and drink wine, in order 
that they might live long in the land where they were sojourners 
(Jer. XXXV. 6 fF.). They were thus adherents of an extreme Jahwism. 
The ideas of living long in the land and of being sojourners in it derived 
from ancient Jahwistic tradition (Ex. xx. 12; Lev. xxv. 23); but the 
Rechabites believed that they could only share in Jahweh’s gracious 
promise if they kept themselves uncompromisingly aloof from all the 
ways of life that were traditional in the Canaanite civilisation, and to 
which Israel, too, had become assimilated. In Jcr. xxxv the Jonadab 
ben Rechab whom Jcliu took up into his chariot, because they were 
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united in “zeal for Jahwch” (ii Kings x. i 5 fF.), is named as tlicir ancestor. 
We must not, however, assuinc that it was only then, that is, at a 
relatively late date, that this nomadic association first came into being. 
An isolated notice, preserved only in the Chronicler’s historical work, 
connects the association genealogically with the Kenites, which accords 
perfectly with the general picture (iChron. 11 . 55 ), for the Kenites 
too were worshippers of Jahwch, and they also persisted in a semi- 
nomadic way of life at a time when Israel had for long been settled on 
the land.41 Jeremiah had a deep sympathy with the Rechabites. Com¬ 
parison of his attitude with the similar and yet quite different one of the 
prophet Hosea (Hos. ii. 4 fF.) is the clearest way of seeing the rights and 
wrongs of their principles, which were entirely shaped by a guiding 
picture of the past.^^ 

But what would have become of Jahwism, if Nazirite arid Rechabite 
alone had been its best exponents in the counter-action? Here we come 
upon the most astonishing phenomenon in the whole of Israel’s history: 
at a time when Jahwism was being increasingly undermined and 
disintegrated, it was able once again to re-emerge, with nothing short 
of volcanic force, in a completely new form, namely in the message 
of the prophets. To the historian’s backward glance, the emergence 
of the prophets is very closely connected with four data which were 
all prepared long in advance. The degeneracy of Jahwism because of 
syncretism was one of these. The second was of a political nature, the 
systematic emancipation from Jahwch and the protection which he 
offered, due to the formation of the state. Through her armaments and 
her alliances-in a word, through her political tactics-Israel had 
thrown off Jahwch’s guiding hand and become politically autonomous. 
The third cause lay in the economic and social development which 
both kingdoms had undergone. The state with its taxation and its 
civil service had brought about a further disintegration of the old 
social order within the clans. In this connexion the transference of 
dominant economic importance to the towns was detrimental. The 
patricians of the towns, as M. Weber calls them, gained control over 

Jg. XV. 11; I Sam. xv. 6, xxx. 29 . 

An account of a parallel phenomenon amongst the Nabateans, an Old Arabian 
clan, which in the later post-exilic period pushed forward in the arable land of southern 
Palestine, is given by Hieronymus of Kardia: vojixog iarlvavrotg/ui^TealTovaTieiQeiv 
fjLTiTe (pvreveiv /nrjdev (pvjov xagnofogov fiijre olvo) XQV^Oai fx^re oimav xaraoxevdl^eiv 
{Died, Sic., XIX. 94 ). 


65 

the country people, and crying social grievances rcsultcd.43 Because of 
the burden of taxation, the peasant, economically weak, became less 
and less able to remain a free man on his own land-his old influential 
and honourable status as a free man liable for military service dwindled 
away, and ownership of land came more and more into the hands of a 
small number of capitalist town-dwcllcrs. The country people became 
increasingly prolctarianiscd (Is. v. 8 ; Mic. ii.if). 

The last datum, apart from which wc cannot conceive the great 
prophets, was of a different kind: it was not a false development within 
the state itself, but denoted a shift in political power in the realm of 
general history. This was the rise of Assyria to the summit of her power 
and the threat which she directed against Palestine from the eighth 
century onwards. We have to recognise that it was only a period of 
weakness in the great world empires which allowed the Israelites to 
conquer Palestine and create a state there at all. About 1200 b.c. Egypt 
finally had to give up its old political claims to dominate Palestine. At 
roughly the same time the Hittite empire in the north succumbed to 
the attack of the “sea peoples.” Assyria had certainly achieved the rank 
of a great power before the eighth century, but this first prominence 
under Tukulti Ninurta I ( 1235 - 1198 ) was followed by a period of 
sharp decline. Admittedly, her final display of power began as early 
as the ninth century, but this new expansion was not at first felt in 
Palestine. It was only with Tiglath Pileser III that Assyria’s land¬ 
grabbing policy was systematically directed against Palestine, and this 
was the time of Hosea, Amos, and Isaiah. From then on, the political 
independence of Israel and Judah was at an end-it was only a question 
of time, and of Assyria’s tactics, until the death-blow fell. About 
733 B.c. Tiglath Pileser seized the northern provinces of the kingdom 
of Israel (ii Kings xv. 29 f.); S amaria fell about 721, and with its fall the 
whole northern kingdom was incorporated into Assyria’s provincial 
organisation. About 701, Sennacherib forced Jerusalem to capitulate 
(ii Kings XVIII. 13 - 16 ), and about 664 Asshurbanipal actually set foot 
in Thebes, the capital of Upper Egypt. The rapid decline of Assyria, 
which started in the middle of the seventh century, and its final 
collapse in about 612, brought Palestine no alleviation of political 
pressure, for the neo-Babylonians, who rapidly came to power under 

M. Weber, Religionssoziologie, Tubingen 1922-3, p. 26 ; A. Causse, D« Growpe 
ethniqiie a la communaute religieuse, Paris 1937, pp. 42f. See von Rad, vOl. h, 

pp. 35f. 






66 


A HISTORY OF JAHWISM 


THE FORMATION OF THE STATE 


Nebuchadnezzar, gave effect to Assyria’s last political will and testa¬ 
ment for Palestine: about 597 and 587 what remained of the Judean 
state was demolished. This was the time of the prophets Zephaniah, 
Habakkuk, Jeremiah, and Ezekiel. 

What is the common factor in these prophets’ message? The first 
characteristic is that they have their roots in the basic sacral traditions 
of the early period. Certainly, there are very great differences in the 
way in which the individual prophets draw upon the old traditions. 
Compare the extremely different though contemporary prophets 
Hosea and Isaiah, the one of whom takes his stand on the old Israel- 
Covenant tradition, while the other seems not even to have had 
knowledge of this, and appeals exclusively to the Zion-David tradition. 
With each prophet careful examination is needed of their mental 
versatility and their different ways of appealing to the old election 
traditions: there arc many problems of detail here. It was obviously of 
the essence of a prophet to be thus rooted in the religious tradition— 
without it his office was inconceivable. Indeed, as their polemic 
makes clear, this was a much more real and fundamental thing for the 
prophets themselves than it was for their contemporaries. They toil 
and moil, and use the most extraordinary means, to convince their 
hearers of the binding force and undiminished validity of ordinances 
from which the latter had long broken away, and of which they were 
perhaps indeed no longer aware. In this appeal back to the old un¬ 
corrupted Jahwistic traditions, the prophets’ work had a thorough¬ 
going element of reformation. It is of course clear that the prophets 
arc often very arbitrary as they bring the old material to bear upon their 
own day: that is, they do not always faithfully recondition it in its old 
form, but eiJist it according as they understand it, and this often 
enough means boldly radicalising it. We need only think of the way 
in which Amos or Isaiah proclaimed the demands of the old divine 
law as valid for their own age. 

What also characterises the prophets is their equally intensive view 
into the future. For in the complexities of world history, especially in 
the appearance of the Assyrians, the neo-Babylonians, and the Persians 
on the horizons of Palestine, they see-and that in the near future— 
Israel and Judah encountering a completely new action of Jahweh in 
history. These proclamations of the prophets are, of course, by no 
means just the result of an intelligent estimate of the political situation, 
for they designate this threatened disaster as one brought about by 
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Jahweh to punish the sins of his people. Thus for the prophets there 
was not the slightest ambiguity in the picture that was being unrolled 
on the political horizon: the foreign peoples who were approaching 
Israel were regarded without exception as the instruments of the wrath 
of Jahweh, and were of no interest apart from this task laid upon them. 
The reason why the military and political aspects of these peoples’ 
advent is left in the background is of course the fact that the prophets 
believed that in the disaster which was imminent, Israel was being 
led to a completely new confrontation with Jahweh. It was therefore 
Jahweh himself whose uprising was being heralded in the turmoil, of 
history. It was he whom the prophets saw coming and descending 
upon the high places of the earth, “because of the transgression of Jacob 
and because of the sins of the house of Judah” (Mic. i. 2-5). Now what 
is absolutely new here is the fact that, besides the dealings of Jahweh 
with Israel and his meetings with her which the old traditions re¬ 
counted, the prophets announce other dealings, and another meeting, 
which were in store for her, and which in importance and significance 
stand absolutely on a par with those handed on in the sacral tradition. 
Indeed, in so far as they mark the irrevocable end of all Jahwch’s 
history with Israel until now, they even surpass the old in relevance. 
The prophets proclaimed Jahweh’s sentence of death upon Israel: what 
is more, in so far as their message made Isracfs obduracy still stronger, 
they actually joined the band of executioners. But another thing which 
made the prophets’ proclamation something absolutely new and 
hitherto unheard of in Israel was that, even in the very act of proclaim¬ 
ing judgment, they made known the beginnings of a quite new bestowal 
of salvation. When the kingdom of Judah too had been destroyed and 
every political prop completely smashed, Dcutero-Isaiah then delivered 
his message of comfort amongst those in exile, and, faced with the new 
situation,-which he regarded as already very close at hand, broke out 
into a jubilation which was strangely out of keeping with the dreary 
realities both before and after the Return. But with this twofold 
message, of Israel’s end and of Jahweh’s making all things new, the 
prophets had opened up a divine field of saving action which had no 
continuity with the previous one, but which was only to follow a 
certain aetiological relationship with it (the new David, the new 
Covenant, the new Exodus, etc.). The prophets broke off and de¬ 
stroyed the existence which Israel had hitherto had with Jahweh, and 
with increasing enthusiasm they traced out the outlines of a new 
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salvation for her and even for the nations. Thus, compared with 
Jahwch’s action in history hitherto, the word which the prophets 
communicated is a completely new word. Its unfolding therefore lies 
beyond the compass of this volume, which is devoted to the inter¬ 
pretation of Israel’s historical traditions. 


Chapter D 


ENDEAVOURS TO RESTORE THE PAST 

F rom a review of Israel’s extremely comprehensive and varied 
material dealing with religious tradition it is easy to recognise 
that the tradition can be divided up into a series of fairly large 
complexes, all of which were attached to actions of Jahweh in liistor) 
which Israel regarded as constitutive of her whole existence. The 
number of these originally independent complexes of tradition is not 
large: the most important are the promise to the patriarchs, the Exodus 
from Egypt, the miraculous deliverance at the Red Sea. the revelation 
of Jahweh at Sinai, and the bestowal of the land of Canaan. The latest 
of them is that of Jahweh’s covenant with David-and because of its 
subject it does not fall within that common picture of the saving 
history which, as is clear, the older traditions developed at an early 
date. Without prejudice to their special features, they are all “election 
traditions,” for they are centred upon saving events brought about by 
Jahweh for Israel’s benefit. But with the tradition of the covenant 
with David and the choice of Zion the cycle of election traditions is 
rounded off. Beyond them Israel knew of no further event capable of 
producing traditions—things of the kind no longer occurred. The next 
event which, at a distance, might have been assessed in such a way, 
was the return from the Babylonian captivity; but this was not in 
fact so assessed. It is not in any way attached as a new link in the chain 
of the earlier saving acts, nor did it, like them, result in the production 
of tradition. No doubt, the reason for the break in continuity in the 
saving facts lies, quite simply, to begin with, in the history and its 
development. But there is another factor assuredly no less important— 
Israel on her part no longer expected the saving facts to continue. She 
no doubt felt, as hitherto, that she was standing in the light of these 
saving facts—she was in fact occupied more intensively than ever with 
her religious traditions. But the time of the direct intervention of 
Jahweh which was creative of saving history was clearly over after 
the beginning of the monarchical period, and within Israel herself the 
expectation of and readiness for such events had vanished too. This 
was, of course, the tremendous vacuum into which the great prophets 


o.r.r.-4 




70 


ENDEAVOURS To RESTORE THE PAST 


7i 


AHISTORYOPJAMWISM 

could enter with their message of new actions of Jahwch in history. 

For Israel, especially the Israel of the later monarchical period, the I 

saving history had come to a leisurely end. The consciousness of being ^ 

herself involved at the centre of a history created by Jahweh had 
vanished (Is. v. 19 ; Zeph. i. 12 ). The conservative circles of Jahwism 

concentrated all the more on making themselves at home in the long- ' 

hallowed traditions of God’s mighty acts, and on formulating these 
traditions evermore carefully. ' 

Investigation of the history of traditions completely confirms this 
picture of later Israel’s increasing detachment from her sacral traditions, 
as emerges from various notices in the history and especially from the 
books of the contemporary prophets. The “productive stage in the 
history of the Pentateuch,” the pre-literary coalescence of the many 
individual traditions into the concise picture of the history as wc have 
it now in the sources J and E, must have been to some extent closed at i 

the time of the formation of the state. 1 In this period-the main one j 

which has to be considered is the final period of the Judges-theological 
work of the highest importance was accomplished. But do not let us 
imagine that traditions originating in totally different milieux, and 
with points of reference in totally different events, coalesced into such a 
concise picture automatically. It frequently took great boldness to 
combine traditions which originally were complete strangers to one 
another, and a great deal of d&cult overlapping in subject-matter had 
to be overcome. The driving force behind this gigantic achievement 1 

was the conviction that all the traditions, mutually remote and isolated I 

as they may at one time have been, had to do with Israel, and in 
consequence belonged to Israel-for throughout it is the one Israel 
which this carefully constructed picture of the history has in view .2 
But if we now go a stage further in the history of the tradition and 
examine the Deuteronomistic picture of the Mosaic period (Dcut. 
i-iv)or even the idea of the saving history in the paraeneses of Deutero¬ 
nomy, it is at once apparent that, as far as the history of the tradition 
goes, nothing essentially new had come into being in the interval, that 
is, approximately between 950 and 650 b.c. Admittedly, even in this 
advanced age the individual subjects still retained a certain degree of 
flexibility, since, to take an example, the Deuteronomistic narrator still 
on occasion allows himself considerable freedom in the reasons he 
alleges for certain events. But the picture of the sequence of events in 
^ Noth, Pentateuchy pp. 47£ ^ Noth, op. cit., p. 45. 


the saving history, beginning with the patriarchs and ending with the 
conquest, has long been fixed.® It makes one wonder whether the 
Israel of that time still possessed the freedom and the power which 
were the prerequisites for creative dealing with the old traditions. 

About one very important event the source material which has come 
down to us docs not give even the slightest hint. After 721 there must 
have been a time when, especially in Judea and Jerusalem, there were 
people who systematically gathered together the comprehensive 
literary legacy of the Northern Kingdom and made it their own. The 
prophet Hosea’s book was worked over subsequently by a Judean 
redactor and was in the process brought up to date for later Judean 
readers. We know that Deuteronomy came into effect in the South in 
the time of King Josiah. But in addition, the extensive literary com¬ 
plexes consisting of the stories about Elijah and Elisha, or the account 
of Jehu’s revolution (11 Kings ixf.), and even annalistic documentary 
material from the archives of the court record-office of the kings of 
northern Israel, must have been brought to Jerusalem. How else could 
thev have been at the disposal of the Deuteronomistic historian? The 
conviction behind this whole process was that Judah and Jerusalem 
were now the people of God : they were thus Israel; and in consequence 
this legacy of the history of the North belonged to them.4 

i.If at such a late date, and when religion was so degenerate, we 
ask where we are to look for the representatives of such a pure Jahwistic 
tradition, we would of course have to mention the Levites first and 
foremost. The view is commonly canvassed that what practically 
amounts to a Levite reform movement preceded the cultic changes 
under Josiah and prepared the way for them. In actual fact this assump¬ 
tion is probably on the right lines-only, we must bear in mind that 
we have very little knowledge of the religious and cultic trends and 
aspirations in the two kingdoms, and that the few pieces of information 
which we do have mostly do not allow us to draw any far-reaching 
conclusions about the activity of the Levites.^ But at all events it is a 

® Noth, Uberl.Studien, pp. 27 ff. 

* On the transference of the name Israel to the southern kingdom see L. Rost, 
Israel hei den Propheten, Stuttgart 1937, pp. i07fF. 

® A reconstruction of the Levitical reform movement is given in A. Bentzen, Die 
iosianische Reform und ihre Voraussetzungen, Copenhagen 1926, pp. 72 ff. Today we 
are further than ever from any knowledge of the life and activity of the pre-exilic 
Levites, and of their cultic functions and their history. Important material is to be 
found in K. Mohlenbrink, “Die levitischen Uberlieferungen dcs A.T.,” in Z,A,W,, 
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fairly certain inference from Deuteronomy, that, in the later monarchi¬ 
cal period, the Levites engaged extensively in preaching. Deuteronomy 
is in fact a hybrid: it contains, on the one hand, a great deal of legal 
material, both sacral and secular ; while, on the other, the way in which 
it presents these old traditions is altogether paraenetic, that is, it presents 
them in sermon form. But this appealing style of preaching which, 
as is well known, permeates Deuteronomy through and through, is 
certainly not merely literary form: in the ancient East, things like these 
were not invented at a desk. Only after the style and technique of such 
religious addresses were worked out in actual practice did this become 
literature in Deuteronomy.® This preaching activity has an astonishing 
spiritual range and wealth of subject-matter. Its representatives must 
have been people who not only had all of Israel’s old traditions at their 
disposal, but who also believed that they had complete authority to 
interpret these and apply them to the present day. They call to mind 
Jahwch’s covenant with the patriarchs, or they discuss at will details of 
the Sinai tradition; they take Jahwch’s apodictic law as their text, and, 
side by side with it, as if there were no difference in the matter, a 
casuistic prescription (Deut. xv.iff., I2ff.). They are as much at home 
in dealing with the regulations for sacral warfare as with Israel’s 
festivals. But lay people could never have handled every department 
of the sacral traditions with such sovereign freedom-it needed the 
authority conferred by office, and the office could hardly have been any 
other than the Levitical one.7 Yet, as regards the history of tradition, 
we now find something new in these sermons of the Levites in Deutero¬ 
nomy. There is no longer any question here of adding to the web of 
the old tradition itself, either by fresh combinations or by some other 
enriching addition. For these preachers the tradition itself is already 
fixed, and they understand their duty to it differently: they did not 
have to develop what had been handed down, but had rather to 
explain it. Thus they mark the beginning of the interpretative period 
in Israel. No doubt what these preachers have to interpret is not as yet 

I934fpp. i84fF. For the Levites who were forced into opposition in the later mon¬ 
archical period see H. W. Wolff, in Th. Lx., 1956 , cols.pifF. More recently H. Strauss, 
Untersuchungen zu den Uherlieferungen der vorexilischen Leuiten (Dissertation, Bonn 1960 ). 

® G. von Rad, Deuteronomiumstudien, 2 nd edn. Gottingen 1948, Eng. trans. Studies 
in Deuteronomy, London 1953. 

^ Cf. the references, which are at all events later, to an interpretative activity of 
the Levites, in Neh. vni.yf- and nChron.xxxv. 3 . 
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“scripture”—the Dcutcronomist calls it “the word,” “the word which 
I command you today.” Also, the tradition is still very flexible in his 
hands; that is, the preachers handle it with greater freedom than they 
themselves were perhaps aware of, since for their own part they already 
regard it as a perfectly absolute norm, admitting ofneither addition nor 
subtraction.® 

As to content, the Deuteronomic preaching is related to the old 
amphictyonic Covenant tradition—it thinks throughout in terms of a 
united Israel : indeed, in Deuteronomy’s layout and placing of its 
material is revealed the liturgical sequence of the great pilgrimage 
festival, during the course of which Jahweh’s will for right was cele¬ 
brated. But, as far as we can see, this tradition is completely non- 
Judean. Isaiah nowhere mentions it, and since he takes his own stand 
exclusively on the David and the Zion tradition, it is questionable if 
he even knew of it. On the other hand, the Egypt-Exodus-Wildemess 
tradition, that is, the old Israelite tradition, constantly crops up in 
Hosea, This and other points of contact between Deuteronomy and 
Hosea suggest that Deuteronomy really derives from the Northern 
Kingdom, and that it was only promulgated in Judah in a second phase 
in its history. Q When, however, the central amphictyonic Israelite 
tradition was revived, an extremely military-minded piety dictated 
Deuteronomy’s spirit. It is conspicuous not only that Deuteronomy 
contains a very considerable amount of special material dealing with 
the laws of warfare, regulations about the besieging of towns, a law 
concerning the camp, etc., but it also contains in its paraenetic section 
a number of admonitions to the people in time of war (e.g. Deut. 
VII. 16-26, IX. 1-6). Again it must be said that this kind of thing is not 
dreamed up at a desk. The forms for this material must previously 
have had some real-life situation before they became literature. The 
investigator of Deuteronomy has therefore to ask what are the circles 
and the historical situation indicated by this, its special material. 
Since we are in this case not just dealing with a number of separate 
traditions taken over by Deuteronomy, but with what is perhaps the 

® On the long history of the formula “add nothing, take nothing away,” Deut. iv. 
1 - 2 , XII. 32 ; Jer. xxvi. 2; Ecclesiastes m. 14 ; Ecclesiasticus xvin. 6, see J. Leipoldt and 
S. Morenz, Heilige Schriften, Leipzig 1953, p. 57. 

^ A. C. Welch had already advocated the derivation of Deuteronomy from the 
Northern Kingdom in The Code of Deuteronomy, London 1924 . So too more recently 
Alt, “Die Heimat des Deuteronomiums,” in K,S,, vol. II, pp. 25 iff. 



74 


ENDEAVOURS TO RESTORE THE PAST 


75 


A HISTORY OP JAHWISM 

most prominent characteristic of its whole theology, the question is 
all the more urgent. This military theology, which is so aggressively 
opposed to everything Canaanitc, permeates the whole of Deutero¬ 
nomy and distinguishes it in the clearest way from all other similar 
compilations, that is, from the Book of the Covenant, the Holiness 
Code, and the Priestly Document. The question of the provenance of 
Deuteronomy is therefore the question of who the representatives of 
this martial piety were. Right from the start, the possibility of bringing 
Deuteronomy’s war-theology into direct connexion with the genuine 
holy wars which Israel waged in the time of the Judges is excluded. 
Deuteronomy assumes the functioning of (royal) military officers, the 
(Deut. XX. 5 and elsewhere), as it also assumes an elaborate 
technique for siege operations which was certainly unknown to Barak 
and Gideon. No, in Deuteronomy we are not dealing with any direct 
deposit of these ancient observances, but with a definite conception 
of the nature of the holy war drawn up by later people. This is not only 
suggested by the marked trend towards a greater humaneness, but 
above all by the way in which it is firmly buttressed by basic theological 
and didactic principles.^® The representatives of this idea are therefore 
rather to be sought during the later monarchical period, and, more 
precisely, among the country people; for, as far as the history of 
traditions goes, there is nothing in Deuteronomy which refers to 
Jerusalem, the court, or Zion. Actually it is very probable that there 
were groups in the countryside in which precisely the old conception 
of Jahweh and his holy wars came to life again. For when Josiah 
reorganised his military system, he was forced to revert to the old 
institution of the general levy, that is, the militia composed of the free 
peasantry; for he was obviously not in a financial position to wage his 
wars with mercenary troops, as the kings before him till Hezekiah had 
done. 11 But when the old associations still composed of country people 
and based on family and locality came into action again, what is more 
probable than that there was now a mobilisation as well of spiritual 
forces which for centuries had been crowded out by the ascendancy 
of the capital city’s policies.^ We have sufficient indications that the 
juxtaposition of the capital on the one hand, with its court and its 

10 In contrast with the older periods Deuteronomy understands the holy wars as 
offensive wars, Deut. vii. if., l6fF., ix. iff, and frequently. 

11 E. Junge, D er Wiederaufbau des Heemesens des ReichesJuda unterJosia, B.W.A.N.T., 
I 937 » pp. 24 ff. 


civil service, and, on the other, the country people, the DI^, 

was not without its tensions. Only among these latter could ancient 
Jahwistic traditions have been still alive and fostered. Here there were 
still believers of the old-fashioned kind, or, at least, who imagined that 
they still were believers. But the actual spokesmen of the movement 
will have to be looked for amongst the Levites-indeed, Deuteronomy 
itself presupposes the priests as preachers of such warfare (Deut. xx. 2). 

( Understandably enough, a positive attitude to the institution of the 

! monarchy was impossible for these Deuteronomic writers who 

j revived ancient Israelite traditions. In actual fact, the “law of the king” 

gives the impression of being a foreign body in Deuteronomy (Deut. 

' xvil. 14 ff.). It is only a reluctant concession to the new aged^ How 

paltry is all that Deuteronomy can say of the king compared with what 
is so forcefully predicated of him in, say, the royal psalms. 

If what has been said shows that Deuteronomy comes before us as 
the express product of a reform movement, this becomes still clearer 
if we glance at the measures of King Josiah, in whose reign it became 
in many ways effective. Intensive research into the relationship between 
Deuteronomy and Josiah’s cultic reform appears to have led to a final 
clarification of certain matters. The odd attempts to dissociate the 
events in the time ofjosiah more or less completely from Deuteronomy 
have not been convincing.^® On the other hand, however, it has also 
become clear that it would be mistaken to derive Josiah’s action solely 
from Deuteronomy, or even to derive Deuteronomy solely from the 
events in the time ofjosiah. Josiah lived at the time when the power of 
Assyria was rapidly disintegrating: it is obvious that it was this unique 
moment in the political situation which presented him with funda¬ 
mental impulses for what he did. And even in matters where we can 
see that the I^g was in actual fact influenced by Deuteronomy, he 
sometimes fell short of its demands, and sometimes went beyond them. 
Since there is a deep tinge of the theoretical in Deuteronomy, it is from 
the outset unlikely that it had another, a more direct, way of influencing 
the tension-charged political sphere. It is therefore correct, as has 
recently been done, to separate off those measures of Josiah which do 
not in any way derive from Deuteronomy. The chief of these are his 
efforts for political emancipation and his efforts to expand politically 

Alt, K.S., VOL. II, p. 116 . 

G. Holscher, “Komposition und Ursprung des Deuteronomiums,” in Z,A.\N., 
1922 , pp. i6ifF. 
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at the expense of waning Assyrian influence in Palestine. But accom¬ 
panying them there was also the purging of the Temple in Jerusalem 
from all the Assyrian cults. In actual fact, as the Temple in Jerusalem 
was a royal sanctuary, the King’s interventions for its reform really 
took place, constitutionally, in terms of a unique legal position. 
But when Josiah took it upon himself to abolish worship in the Judean 
country districts (11 Kings xxiii. 8 ), it was a completely different case— 
this cannot in any way be accounted for by the political situation. It 
has also been very properly pointed out that such interference with the 
cultic practices of the land was absolutely outwith the prerogatives of 
a Judean king.^® Here obviously the King had the backing of Deutero¬ 
nomy, with its rejection of all that was Canaanite. The same holds 
true also for the gathering of the country priests of Judea into Jerusalem, 
and for the destruction of the sanctuary belonging to Jahweh at Bethel 
(11 Kings XXIII. 15 ), and, finally, for the completely new-style Passover 
which was celebrated in his time (11 Kings xxiii.21-3). In these cases 
the agreement with Deuteronomy is striking. It is very significant that 
the King and “all the elders in Jerusalem” submitted by means of a 
covenant to all the demands of “the Book of the Covenant” (n Kings 
XXIII. 1-3). In so doing the two parties concerned may well have been 
convinced that they had fully complied with the will of Jahweh as it had 
been revealed to them in the recently-discovered book. The historian, 
however, sees additional impulses other than those of Deuteronomy at 
work at that time. This was rendered inevitable by the fact that the 
strongest driving force at the back of all the events of this era was a king 
who was resolved not to be, as Deuteronomy would have had him be, 
a shadow figure. A king on David’s throne was quite unable to dissoci¬ 
ate himself from the tradition which had for centuries moulded his 
office^ We can therefore conclude that, in his efforts for political ex¬ 
pansion, Josiah had the master-picture of David’s empire before his 
eyes-it is possible that he regarded himself as the second David prom¬ 
ised by Jahweh.^® But even before his work could come to shape he met 
his end in his encounter with the Egyptians (11 Kings xxiii. 29 ). 

Though they were decidedly new for his time, Josiah’s political 
intentions, too, like his cultic ones, were an out and out harking back 
to the past. This is true both of the attempt to re-create the empire of 

See above, p. 43. Alt, K.S., VOL. II, p. 257. 

0 . Procksch, “Konig Josia,” in Festschrift fir Th. Zahn, Leipzig 1928 , p. 48 . 
Similarly Noth, History, pp. 273f. 
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David, and, in particular, of tlic purely theoretical compliance with 
the sacral arrangements made by Mosss. In this latter case Israel took a 
further and decisive step towards objectifying the old standards present 
to her mind. Deuteronomy itself did not as yet regard itself as ‘‘Scrip¬ 
ture’’—^the beginnings of this are only found in a few later additions 
(Deut. XVII. 18, XXXI. g, 26): it is, as we saw, a collection of sermons 
which for their part referred to a tradition which, though obligatory, 
was not yet fixed verbally. But with Josiah and the promulgation of 
Deuteronomy this .was changed. Josiah had the will of God in his 
hands in the form of a book, and that meant taking a decisive step 
towards the formation of a normative canon. But in all this Israel was 
taking her share in a wave of restorative tendencies which, remarkably 
enough, at this time stirred the whole ancient East. In the Egypt of the 
Saite kings age-old cults whose rituals had been forgotten came to life 
again, pyramids were repaired, and writing reverted to archaic forms. 
In Babylon Nabopolasser followed the Old Babylonian modes of 
expression in his inscriptions, and his son Nebuchadnezzar excavated 
the foundations of old temples and prided himself on having found 
scrolls which related to their building. 17 
2. Unfortunately, investigation is still far from being able to 
demonstrate such convincing roots in the history of Israel’s faith and 
cult for the Priestly Document as it can for Deuteronomy. The 
difficulties here are much greater. Even the point at which the work 
ends is not as clear as it might be. While formerly a not inconsiderable 
part of the account of the division of Canaan in Josh, xiii-xix used to be 
ascribed to the Priestly Document, today it is increasingly held that 
its end is to be detected as early as in the Book of Numbers.^® But, 

Procksch was the first to draw attention to this connexion, op. cit., p. 40. For 
Egypt see E. Drioton and J. Vandier, Les Peuples de Vorient miditerraneen^voL. w, 
VEgypte, Paris 1946 , pp. 588fF.; J. H. Breasted, A H istory of Egypt, London 1919, 
pp.565fF. For Babylon see W. von Sodcn,HerrscherimaltenOnent, Berlin 1954,p. 139; 
S. H. Langdon, Die neubabylonischenKoningsinschriften, Leipzig 1912, p. 97, cf. also 
p. 217. 

M. Noth regards Num. XXVII. 12-23 and the note about the death of Moses in 
Deut. XXXIV. I 7-9 as the end of P. What stands between these two narratives is as 
much a secondary addition of P’s as are the passages in the Book of Joshua which were 
formerly held to belong originally to P, UberL Studien, pp. i82fF., i9ofF. Similarly 
K. Elliger, “Sinn und Ursprung der priesterschriftlichen Geschichtserzahlung,” in 
Z.Th.K,, 1952, pp. 121ff. On the theology of the Priestly Document see K. Koch, 
“Die Eigenart der priesterschriftlichen Sinaigesetzgebung,” in Z,Th. K., 1958, pp. 36 fF.; 
J. Hempel, “Priesterkodex,” in Pauly-Wissowa, vol. xxm. 2, cols. 1943IF. 
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above all, in P we are not dealing with a piece of writing in which the 
leader is freely addressed and given explanations: on the contrary, 
the separate traditions, and in particular P’s sacral ordinances, given in 
more or less historical guise, are presented without any interpretation 
whatsoever. This by itself gives the reader who is making comparisons 
with other codes the impression that P is much older than it really is. 
The fact that it confines itself to the sacral ordinances also complicates 
the determination of its place of origin in Israel’s history. Deuteronomy 
undertook to arrange the whole of Israel’s life-the compass of its 
material is so wide that it affords many more points of attack for histori¬ 
cal analysis—while P’s exclusively sacral material originates in the 
cultic sphere, upon which history leaves much less stamp. There can be 
no doubt: the Priestly Document, no less than D, is a programme for 
the cult. “As it was once, so must it be again.’*^® Its purpose is unmis¬ 
takable : its intention is to lay down the ordinances of Jahweh revealed 
for Israel’s salvation during the history, and to legitimate them by 
showing their specific place within the saving history.^® To effect this 
the picture which P uses is simply the common one already found in 
the Jahwist, which, in the last analysis, goes back to very old con¬ 
fessional formulations. It is therefore that of the Israel tradition. On the 
other hand, we find no trace in P either of the specifically Jerusalem 
tradition (the David and Zion tradition). There are no difficulties 
in assuming that the sacral traditions of Israel gained an early footing 
in Judah also: only what occasions surprise is that we there come 
across them in such a pure form without the slightest admixture of the 
David-Zion traditions. This in turn makes it difficult to take P as in 
origin a Jerusalem collection of traditions. Finally, when we con¬ 
sider that P revives the old Tent-Manifestation theology, while the 
cult at Solomon’s Temple stood completely for Jahweh’s actual in¬ 
dwelling there (cf. i Kings VIII. 12f; II Kings xix. 14 ), we must regard, 
even if we are not ready to give it up altogether, the oft-repeated 
assertion that the tabernacle of P is none other than the Temple pro¬ 
jected back into the period of the Wilderness as an inadmissible over¬ 
simplification. Again, it is not possible to be precise about the time 
and place at which P came into effect. For a while it was common 
practice to connect Deuteronomy with Josiah’s cultic reform, and P 

K. Koch, in Z,TkK,, 1958, p. 40. See below, pp. 243f. 

^ On the difference between the theology of manifestation (the Tent) and the 
theology of presence (the Ark) see below, pp. 234fF. 
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with that of Ezra. The similarity in the events led us on. But on a closer 
examination the arguments for identifying the “law of the God of 
heaven” with P have proved inadequate: at present, we cannot pre¬ 
cisely determine what Ezra’s codex was. The well-known criteria for 
this late dating of P, which derive from the classical period of Penta- 
teuchal criticism, are still valid for today-only we do not relate this 
date to the “composition” of the Pentateuch, but to a process of 
literary and theological redaction which, measured against the age of 
the tradition itself, is comparatively late As has long been recognised, 
too, a particularly important factor for the dating of the Priestly 
Document is the prominence which it gives to the Sabbath and to 
circumcision. Both institutions had certainly been long observed in 
Israel. But we have no evidence whatsoever for assuming that, in their 
inner meaning, these customs stood in a specially close connexion with 
Jahwism. But for the time of the exile, and especially for those exiled 
in Babylon, this was changed. Living as the exiles did amongst a people 
who did not practise circumcision, the good old usage here became all 
at once a token of the difference. The same thing is true of the Sabbath, 
for in the foreign land, the “unclean land” (Ezek. iv. 13 ), all sacrifice 
had to cease. All the greater became the confessional importance of 
such cultic observances, which remained binding even without an 
altar. Thus it was in the Exile that the Sabbath and circumcision 
won a status confesstonis which they afterwards preserved for all 
time.*® 

Afterwards, at some time and in some way, the Priestly Document 
was put into practical effect in Jerusalem as the norm for the cult of the 
post-exilic period. But the co-existence of the Priestly Document and 
Deuteronomy, which after all still remained valid, opened up fresh diffi¬ 
culties. While in practically every sentence Deuteronomy alludes to the 
conquest of Palestine and the coming into being there of the people of 
God, P looks on the “camp,” where the clans gathered round the tent 
of revelation, as Israel’s original sphere of revelation. This camp is a 
strictly sacral sphere, in whose holiness Israel can live only in so far as 

^ All evaluation of the individual units in the Priestly Document is complicated by 
the fact that no document before P preserves for us a glimpse of the ritual aspect of 
Israel’s cult. The general late dating of P’s cultic material which was usual once has to¬ 
day hardly an adherent left. 

K. Elliger, in Z.T/i.K, pp. 12iff., takes P as in effect a tract for the times for the 
exiles who, like the generation during the wandering in the wilderness, had to live 
far from the land of promise. 
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she observes detailed cultic regulations.^^ This is perhaps where the 
difference between D and P is at its greatest, for by the centralisation 
of the cult, Deuteronomy in a most drastic fashion secularised Israel’s 
realm of existence-a great part of what it seeks to do in its paraeneses 
serves the purpose of giving the people a guiding hand for their life 
out in the exposedness of the secular world. 

3. To appreciate the cultic circumstances of Israel and their possi¬ 
bilities in the period after the disaster of 586 , we have first of all to 
remember that the neo-Babylonians, apparently in consequence of 
their own weakness, departed in two respects from the normal way 
of treating exiles—^they did not split the deportees up into groups and 
settle these in their frontier provinces, and they failed to settle foreign 
colonists in the now depopulated new province.^® After the destruction 
of the Northern Kingdom, the Assyrians had been careful to take both 
these measures, with the result that they blotted the kingdom of Israel 
out of the pages of history. But things were different 13 5 years later. 
The deportation of the upper stratum of the Judean population only 
resulted in a sort of internment in Babylonia, while those who had 
stayed behind in the country were left to themselves—except for their 
eastern and southern neighbours, who infiltrated into their land. No 
wonder then that, in view of such half-measures, neither section of 
those affected, especially of course the deportees, abandoned the hope 
of an end to this state of affairs. Not only did the latter form a much 
more closely-knit group than would have been possible in other 
circumstances, but they maintained constant communication with those 
who had stayed behind in the country. Each group was kept informed 
of the circumstances of the other. This is well exemplified by Jeremiah’s 
letter to the exiles, to which the latter in turn replied (Jer. xxix. lE; 
cf. Ezek. XXXIII. 21 ). It is not without interest to notice that, in relation 
to the deportees, those who had remained behind in the country 
designated themselves the true heirs of Jahweh’s promise-a claim 
which the others challenged (Ezek. xi.i 5 ,xxxiii. 24). 

It is only recently that research into the exilic period has dealt more 
intensively with the conditions obtaining in Jerusalem and Judea, and 
finally done away with the notion that, to all intents and purposes, the 
land survived these fifty years denuded of all inhabitants, and dead to 

A. Kuschke, “Die Lagervorstellung der priesterschriftlichen Erziihlung,” in 
Z.A.W., 1951, pp. 74ff. 

^ For what follows cf. Alt, K.S., vol. ii, pp. 326 f. 


all cultural or religious life.^® It was in fact only the upper classes who 
had been deported-the lower classes, the farmers and vinedressers and 
especially the serfs, all remained on in the country (11 Kings xxv. 12). 
Certainly cultural conditions suffered a serious setback. Those who 
stayed on found themselves reduced to the condition of wretched 
fellahin (Lam. v. qf, g, i3). Cultic life was probably in a similar plight, 
for the’ Temple lay in ruins. None the less, during this period there 
was still an altar in existence and, although the holy places were de¬ 
graded, cultic commitment to them was far from being dead, as can 
be seen from the account of the eighty men who came with offerings 
to the “house of Jahweh”(Jer.XLi.5ff.). Naturally it is impossible to 
draw even an approximately complete- picture of the spiritual life of 
those who remained behind in the country, or of the deportees. The 
most important source for conditions in Jerusalem and Judea is Lament¬ 
ations. This book shows us how difficult it was for the survivors to 
come to terms with the catastrophe and all its consequences. Again and 
again we fmd self-accusation, and reflexion upon the measure of guilt 
borne by those who were especially responsible. This was no doubt 
language conventional in the cult-in dire calamity people brought 
accusations against themselves in the presence of the deity, and solemnly 
assessed his sovereign action as just.^^ But this does not mean that those 
who prayed were not in earnest in their self-accusation. It is likely that 
during this whole period, sacral and cultic matters were under a very 
heavy cloud. The Temple had been devastated, the great cultic activi¬ 
ties stopped, the festivals ceased, and only an improvised cult was 
possible at an emergency altar—that is, it was a time of fasting and 
mourning (Zech.vii.iff.). Psalms xxiv and LXXiv in particular give us a 
glimpse of the national ceremonies of lamentation inaugurated by 
those who remained behind in the land.^® The prayer for the. restoration 
of what had once been-“renew our days as of old” (Lam. v. 21 )—is 
typical of the mood of this time. Eurther testimony to this mood of 
penitence is offered by the Deuteronomistic history, which sets out to 
give a theological explanation of the two disasters of 721 and 587, and 
which is still best taken as originating among those who remained 

E. Janssen, Juda in der ExilszeiL Ein BeitragzurFrage der Entstehung des Judentums, 
Gottingen 1956 . Lam. i. 8, m, 39 - 43 , iv. 6 f., 13 , v. 16 . 

Further details about the festivals of public lamentation are given in H. E. von 
Waldow, Atilassur \6 Hintergrund der Verkiindigung des Deuterojesaja (Diss. Bonn 1953), 
pp. II2fF. 
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behind in the country. Page after page of history was here scrutinised, 
and the result was quite unambiguous: the disaster was not due to 
Jaliwch, or to tlie failure of his patience or of his readiness to forgive. 
On the contrary, Israel had rejected Jahwch and his commandments. 
For that reason judgment had overtaken Israel and Judah, the judgment 
which Jahwch had threatened if the commandments were disregarded 
—here the chief thing in mind was certainly the curses in the conclud¬ 
ing section of Deuteronomy (Deut. xxviiif.). 

Accordingly, there can be no doubt that Jahwism and its tradition 
remained a living force amongst those who stayed in the country. 
None the less, there must have been confusion enough in their cultic 
life. The proper officials, the representatives and spokesmen of this 
faith, had been deported; and as a result the mainly lower strata of the 
population were more than ever left to their own devices, and may have 
adopted cultic forms which had already gained a foothold in Judea and 
Jerusalem in the later period of the monarchy, and which the reforma¬ 
tion of Josiah had not succeeded in abolishing. In the eyes of many, 
Jahweh had simply succumbed to the power of the other gods, those 
of Babylon in particular. And had he not altogether forsaken the land 
(Ezek. IX. g)? Those who migrated to Egypt along with Jeremiah, and 
professed their faith in the Queen of Heaven and the blessings she had 
given (Jer. XLiv. lyff.)—that is, in the Babylonian Ishtar, the mother- 
goddess worshipped far and wide-were certainly not the last who 
subscribed to this cult in Judea. The same must be true of the cult of 
Tammuz, the Babylonian god of vegetation, who shortly before the 
fall of Jerusalem had even intruded into the Temple there (Ezek. vm. 
I 4 ff.). Trito-Isaiah’s complaint about people who “sacrifice in gardens, 
burn incense upon bricks, sit in tombs and spend the night in secret 
places” (Is. LXV.3-5) admittedly takes us into the early post-exilic 
period. But these practices, perhaps belonging to the mystery religions, 
must have come into vogue as early as the time of the Exile. 

4. There was a much greater ferment in the religious life of the 
deportees. This is not surprising, for they were of course the nation’s 
intelligentsia: they included the priests, the prophets, and the whole 
civil service subordinated to the court. The prophets Jeremiah and 
Ezekiel pledged themselves to the exiles, and to them alone, for it 
was to them that their promises of salvation applied: the prophets 
opposed the claim for precedence made by those who remained on in 
the country (Ezek. xi.i5fF.,xxxiii.24fF.). These were the bad figs, the 
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exiles the good ones (Jcr. xxiv. iff'.). For it wns in the lattcrs’ midst that 
the problems set by the wholly new historical situation were in actual 
fact resolved. Also, they were the people who later originated all the 
decisive steps towards reconstruction in the old homeland. The de¬ 
portees of 597 were in an exceptional position, for as long as the Temple 
and a Jewish state were still in existence, and they themselves were 
under the comforting admonition of their prophets of salvation, they 
hoped for a speedy reversal of their fate. Obviously, they were stil! 
quite unable to appreciate the disaster in all its magnitude. A fuller 
account will have to be given below of the way in which in this period 
from 597 to 587 , the prophets Jeremiah and Ezekiel, and also, later, 
Deutero-Isaiah, waged violent warfare against all ideas deriving from 
the past, and all tendencies towards restoration and revisionist hopes.^® 
They spoke of the “new thing” that Jahweh would do, the new 
covenant, the new Jerusalem, and the new Exodus. It is hard to say 
what success they had here with their contemporaries. As might be 
expected, these gave way to utter despair after the destruction of 
Jerusalem and the Temple. “Our bones are dried up, our hope is lost, 
and all is up with us” (Ezek. xxxvn. n). To understand their attitude, 
we have to take as our starting-point the completely basic cultic idea 
that the land in which they lived was an unclean land (Ezek. iv. 13). 
Thus even the very idea of their carrying on the cult of Jahweh in its 
previous form could not arise. The indispensable prerequisite of such 
worship would have been Jahweh’s choosing a place there too “for 
the remembering of his name,” but that did not happen. In this con¬ 
nexion, it has to be considered a fortunate circumstance that by his 
centralisation of the cult, Josiah had already largely severed the daily 
life of the individual, especially of the man in the country districts, from 
attachment to the sacral ordinances: in so doing he became uncon¬ 
sciously a teacher for the exiles who had to live their lives in a profane 
environment.®® If because of this, total abstention from the cult in the 
strict sense was imposed upon them, this does not mean that there were 
not many possibilities left them of observing their traditional cultic 
usages. They were not kept in prison, but were settled in towns and 
villages and allowed to fend for themselves. We have already described 
the way in which, in this new civilisation, observance of the Sabbath 

Jeremiah’s letter in ch. xxix is of particular importance. On Ezek. vm see F. Horst 
in I/et. Test., 1953 , pp. 357fF. 

V. Maag, in Ve^. Test, 1956 , p. 18. 
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and of circumcision became a status confessionis,^^ Both were now 
regarded as “signs of the covenant/’ and their observance was decisive 
as showing that one belonged to Jahweh and his people. Besides, the 
deportees were easily reached by the word of the prophets/^ and it is 
probable that they also assembled for formal occasions of lamentation.®^ 
For this it is unlikely that one should presuppose the existence of the 
synagogue with its purely verbal service: at any rate, the mention of a 
meeting “by the waters of Babylon” (Ps. cxxxvii. if.) does not allow of 
so far-reaching a conclusion, even if it is assumed that the place was 
chosen beside water for the purpose of ritual washings. Unfortunately 
there is no evidence—especially for the second half of the Exile-which 
would let us make a clear picture of the spiritual condition of the 
deportees. We can readily assume that they followed political events 
with eager interest. The amnesty granted to King Jelioiacliin and his 
release from prison (ii Kings xxv. ayf.) must have caused considerable 
speculation amongst the exiles, and still more so the rise of Cyrus and 
his triumphal passage through the Near East, which would sooner or 
later reach the neo-Babylonian empire; for with incredible speed 
Cyrus had built up for himself an empire that extended from the 
Indus in the cast to the Aegean in the west. 

See above, p. 79. Jer. xxix; Ezek. xiv. i., xviii. if., xxxni. 3 off. 

H. E. von Waldow, Anlassund Hintergrund derVerkundigung des D cuterojesaja 
(Diss. Bonn 1953), pp. 10-13. 


Chapter E 

THE CONSTITUTING OF THE 
POST-EXILIC CULTIC COMMUNITY 

T his is not the proper place for a detailed discussion of the some¬ 
what complicated political and cultic processes which led to 
the final establishment of the post-exilic cultic community.! 
We shall confine ourselves to a brief sketch of the individual 
groups of events which mark a forward move. There are, as far as 
we can see, four of them-Cyrus’ edict ( 538 ), the rebuilding of 
the Temple ( 521 - 515 ), the work of Nehemiah ( 445 ), and that of Ezra 
(c. 430 ?). 

In 539 Cyrus, King of Persia, overthrew the Babylonian Empire and, 
without a blow being struck, succeeded in gaining possession of the 
city of Babylon. The Persian kings’ attitude towards the cultic practices 
of their subject peoples was something quite new in the ancient East, 
and had far-reaching effects upon the situation in Jerusalem, as else¬ 
where. While the Assyrians and Babylonians in their provinces sought 
to break the resistance of the native population by means of deportation 
and establishment of colonies, and ordained that the resultant new 
population should observe the official cult of the empire, the religious 
policy adopted by the Persians was totally difierent, as a number of 
characteristic decrees now makes clear. The Persians not only recognised 
the cultic usages of the peoples incorporated within their empire, but 
they even had their administrative officers set over the cults in order to 
purge them where they might have fallen into disorder.^ Cyrus’ edict 
(Ezra VI. 3-5) was therefore only one measure amongst many by means 
of which the Persians regulated the various cultic usages in their vast 
empire. This edict contains the order for the rebuilding of the Temple 
and the resumption of the sacrificial rites: for this end the sacred vessels 
which Nebuchadnezzar had carried off were to be taken back home 
again. But the edict says nothing about the resettlement of the exiles in 
Judea. The Chronicler, who was of course very far removed in time 

^K. Galling, “Syrien in der Politik der Acliameniden bis 448,” in Der alte Orient, 
VOL. XXXVI, PTs. iii-iv, Leipzig 1937; Noth, History, pp. 30ofF. 

^ Eor the various edicts now known referring to this, sec Noth, History, pp. 3o6fF. 




86 


T H E P o S r - H X I L I C c U L T I C COMMUNITY 


A H ISTORY OP JAIIWISM 

from the events which he records, was the first to connect Cyrus’ edict 
with the Return (Ezra i.iff.),® and this mistaken idea has still persisted 
down to our own time. Unfortunately, we cannot give any very precise 
date for the Return; but it cannot have taken place earlier than the time 
of Cyrus’ successor, Cambyscs ( 529 - 522 ). As regards the rebuilding of 
the Temple no progress was made, despite Cyrus’ generous decree. 
The foundation stone was certainly laid under the supervision of the 
governor Shesbazzar, but after this first beginning nothing further 
happened. The reasons for this are to be sought not only in the miser¬ 
able economic conditions of Palestine, but also in the fact that the 
Persians had certainly not given this remote part of their empire an 
effective political organisation as early as Cyrus’ time. In actual fact it 
took a long time-not till the days of Nehemiah-for this area to be 
politically organised and stabilised. 

The death of Cambyses plunged the vast empire into a grave crisis. 
Darius Hystaspes was the immediate legitimate successor (Cambyses 
died without issue). But he had first to get rid of another claimant to the 
throne, who had succeeded in gaining parts of the empire for himself. 
At that time, this empire’s colossal bulk must have been shaken with a 
tremor that was felt even in Jerusalem. Two prophets arose there, 
Haggai and Zechariah, who regarded this convulsion of the whole 
Near Eastern world from a messianic point of view and stirred the 
people to renewed work on the Temple. As a result, the great work was 
once again taken in hand under the auspices of Zembbabel, a descendant 
of David and the grandson of Jehoiachin, and it was completed despite 
great opposition from the leading class in the city of Samaria, The 
Temple was solemnly consecrated in the spring of the year 515 (Ezra 
VI. 15 ). The scruples of the Samaritans can be understood in the light 
of the real ambiguity which existed as to what this new cultic develop¬ 
ment implied. Solomon’s Temple was the state sanctuary belonging to 
the house of David.* But how was Zembbabel’s Temple to be regarded? 
Judah was no longer a state—indeed, it was no longer even a province 
on its own, but was still under the control of the governor in Samaria, 
who naturally enough had to keep an eye on all that went on in 
Jerusalem. Now, as a matter of fact, the prophets Haggai and Zechariah 

^ Regarding the later events in Jerusalem under Ezra and Nehemiah too, more recent 
research draws a much sharper distinction between the Chronicler’s idea of them and 
their actual course as it can be reconstructed on the basis of the official documents. 

^ See above, p. 43. 
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had designated Zembbabel as the anointed of Jahwch (Hag. ii. 2 ofF.; 
Zech.iv.l4) : they must thus liavc had the rc-creation of the kingdom 
of David in mind. And even if what they proclaimed died away, and 
to the best of our knowledge was without political results, it still 
remained an open question how this temple was to fujiction within the 
framework of the constitution. If it was designed to become a kind of 
new amphictyonic cultic resort for all the worshippers of Jahwch, then 
again the Samaritans also were concerned, for they too apparently 
regarded themselves as worshippers of Jahweh (Ezra iv.iff.). The 
resistance of the Samaritans to this new development in Jerusalem took 
its point from the fact that here “right opposed right.’'® 

Again, a certain relaxation in religious zeal seems to have followed 
upon the intense period of the years 522 - 21 —at any rate, the prophet 
Malachi’s complaints presuppose grave negligence and even demoralisa¬ 
tion in cultic practice. Admittedly Malachi is the one and only source 
from which we can gather any information about conditions in 
Jerusalem for the next seventy years, the period between the rededica¬ 
tion of the Temple and Nehemiah’s coming to Jemsalem in 445. In the 
case of Nehemiah it was once more the exiles whose initiative set things 
going again in Jerusalem. In the matter of authorities for Nehemiah’s 
attitude, we are extremely well served by his own personal memoirs and 
other documentary material. It was Nehemiah who made his special 
concern the political security and constitutional consolidation of Judea 
as a separate province independent of Samaria. By rebuilding the city 
wall he made Jerusalem defensible, and he helped to overcome the lack 
of population by means of a so-called synoicismosy that is, by officially 
settling a part of the hitherto rural population within the city (Neh. 
VII. 4, XL if.). In the end it was Nehemiah himself who became the first 
governor of this new province. But he also felt a call to remedy abuses 
in the cult. All the measures which he took show him to have been a 
rigorist in his theology and a resolute purist in regard to the newly- 
constituted cultic community. He took a stand for the exclusion of all 
aliens from it, and even for the dissolution of mixed marriages (Neh. 
XIII. 1-3, 23-8) ; he strove for regulation of the cultic offerings (Neh. 
XIII. 10 - 13 , 31 ), and likewise for the enforcement ofthe strict observance 
of the Sabbath rest (Neh. xm. 15-23); he also purged the Temple of 
what did not belong there (Neh. xm. 4 -g). However, the task of 
spiritually restoring the cultic community was shortly to be taken in 
® Alt, KS., VOL. II, p. 317* 
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hand by a man who had considerably greater authority for this work 
than Nchcmiah.® 

Ezra too came from the exiles in Babylon, a considerable body of 
whom had obviously stayed on there. He was descended from an old 
priestly family: but the office which he held as a member of the Persian 
civil service was of special importance. He was “scribe of the law of the 
God of heaven ’ (Ezra vii. 12 , 21 ), which, as Schaeder has shown, was 
the official title of the secretary in the Persian Government who was 
responsible for the department dealing with Jewish religious matters.’ 
(The Chronicler was the first to term him a “scribe skilled in the law,” 
Ezra VII. 6, 11 .) Despatched by the Persian king with this twofold 
dignity-as priest and at the same time as a highly-placed Persian 
official-Ezra had the best possible authorisation for setting in order, in 
face of internal and external opposition, the cubic affairs which were 
obviously in a very languishing state. So he set out, furnished with 
many important grants (Ezra vii. 12-26). The most important thing 
that he brought with him to Jerusalem was “the law of the God of 
heaven,” on the basis of which he proposed to undertake the new order¬ 
ing of affairs.® The question of this “Ezra codex/' its content, and its 
identity with the Pentateuch or the source P has been investigated over 
and over again, without, however, any positive result, since the few 
clues at our disposal do not admit of any firm conclusion. The fact that 
the Priestly Document is in no sense a law-book, but a narrative work, 
rules out consideration of P simpliciter. This does not, however, mean 
that the whole Pentateuch can be considered as Ezra’s law-book. The 
preconditions which would allow of this simple alternative arc not 

® The question of the chronological sequence of events under Ezra and Nehemiah 
has been thoroughly re-investigated recently, and the view which holds Ezra to be 
chronologically later than Nehemiah seems to be increasingly gaining ground. In the 
matter, some put Ezra as early as the time of Artaxerxes I (465-425), while others 
transfer his activity to the time of Artaxerxes II (404-359). On this discussion no defi¬ 
nite position can here be taken up. Cf. the presentations in K. Galling, Die Bucher der 
ChronikfEsrafNehemia (Das Alte Testament Deutsch, henceforth cited as A.T.D.), 
Gottingen 1954, pp. i2fF. ; W. Rudolph, Esra und Nehemia (Hb.A.T.), Tiibingen 1949, 
pp. xxvif., 69fF.; H. H. Rowley, “Nehemiah’s Mission and its Background,” inBulletin 
of the John Rylands Library, 1955; H. Gazelles, “La Mission d’Esdras,” in Vet. Test., 
1954, pp. iisff. 

^ H. H. Schaeder, Em, der Schreiher, Tubingen 1930, pp. 48 ff. 

® The substitution of the term “God of high heaven” (x’ownVx) for the name 
Jahweh, which first appears in the documents of this period, is an adaptation to the 
religious ideas of the Yersians, Schaeder. op. cit,, p. 44 . 


there. But Ezra certainly did not bring any new law of Moses. We shall 
therefore certainly have to assume that what he did bring is to be looked 
for in the Pentateuch, and especially in the Pentateuch’s legal sections, 
knowledge of which had been lost by the cubic community in 
Jerusalem. 

While the Ezra source, Ezra vii-x,Nell. vii.72-lx, has certainly 
been worked over by the Chronicler, it is historically essentially reli¬ 
able,® and shows that Ezra set himself a considerably more limited task 
than did Nehemiah. His goal was merely the cubic reorganisation of the 
community which had clustered round the Temple, a strict reformation 
based on the law-book which he had brought with him. Of course, this 
reorganisation also entailed the institution of a court dealing with sacral 
matters. With its assistance Ezra was very rigorous on the question of 
mixed marriages, and compelled the divorce of the “holy seed” from 
foreign wives. The climax of his work, however, was that memorable 
reading of the law before the assembled cubic community on the first 
day of the seventh month, which we have to understand as a kind of 
renewal of the Covenant.^® Such readings, by means of which Israel 
again subordinated herself to Jahweh’s sovereign rights over her,^^ were 
of course already known in olden times, in the context of the New Year 
Eestival. Whether at Ezra’s own date this reading of the law by now 
had the assistance of a “Targum,” which was both a translation into 
Aramaic and at the same time a paraphrase, cannot be definitely ascer¬ 
tained, since it is possible that the Chronicler, who obviously thought of 
it in this way, was anticipating a custom of his own time.^^ 

It would hardly be possible to overestimate the significance of this 
event, and indeed of the whole mission of Ezra in general, for the 
period that followed. Not only did a protracted and complicated pro¬ 
cess of restoration come to a certain outward finality with Ezra; but 
also, as is usually the case with major processes of restoration, at the 
same time something actually new made its appearance. This new 
thing is usually called Judaism, and there is no objection to this term 
provided that a definite idea is attached to it. But the phenomenon of 
Judaism is many-sided, and consequently what characterises it has been 

® W. Rudolph, Esra und Nehemiu (Hb.A.T.), pp. 163 ff. 

Noth, H i story, pp. 3 34 f. 

Deut. XXXI. lof., and on it see Alt, K.S. vol. i. pp. 325fF. 

Neh. VIII. 8 (Ezra iv. 18). On which is to be rendered “translated,” see 

Schaeder, Esra^ der Schreiber, pp.5ifF. 
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defined in different ways. Without any doubt, the outward feature 
which makes the greatest impact upon the historian who looks at it is 
the loss of independent sovereignty.^^ But it must be said that loss of 
autonomy as such is not one of the basic features of Judaism. On the 
contrary, Israel threw off the vestment of her statehood together with 
her monarchy with surprising ease and without apparent internal crisis. 
This must be connected with the fact that the state as such was some¬ 
what of a borrowed garment for Israel; for long before she became a 
state, she had belonged to Jahweh, and had at that time known herself 
as “the people of Jahweh.” Thus, even after the destruction of her 
statehood, she could still think of herself as Jahweh’s people. And yet 
there are great differences apparent now. Even in Deuteronomy Israel 
was still to be regarded as a community bound together by nature and 
history, that is, really a people in the proper sense of the word. There¬ 
fore, the question who belonged to her and who did not was one that 
only arose on her periphery (Deut. xxiii. 1-8). In the post-exilic age 
this was changed, for Israel now no longer appeared as a people deter¬ 
mined by nature and history; it was the law which more and more 
began to’defme who belonged to her and who did not. It could draw 
the circle more narrowly-in that case, those of foreign origin had to 
be excluded for the sake of the holy seed: or under certain conditions it 
could enlarge it—^then proselytes could be granted admission into 
Israel. 14 What was Israel and what was not became a matter of the 
interpretation of the law. This submission on the part of Israel to a 
revelation of the will of Jahweh which was strictly defined and whose 
contents were unalterably determined is rooted deep down in the past. 
We have seen how Deuteronomy was to some extent regarded, if not 
as “Scripture,” at any rate as a standard, a revelation of the will of 
Jahweh admitting neither of addition nor subtraction. 16 But in Deuter¬ 
onomy Jahweh’s will was of course still being directed to an Israel 
which was placed in a perfectly definite historical situation. What gives 
Deuteronomy its characteristic stamp is just the very fact that in the 
directions it gives and the comfort it offers, it refers to the problems 

0. Eissfeldt, in Die Religioit \r\ Geschichteund Gegenwart, 2nd edn. Tubingen 
1927-3 I, s.v. “Judentum.” 

The first indications of proselytising occur in i Kings vm. 41-3 (Deuteronomistic); 
Is. LVi,if. A clear interest in proselytes is shown in the Chronicler’s historical work, 
n Chron. xn. 13 - 16 , xv. i-i 5 ,xix. 4, xxvni.9-15, xxix. 6. 

See above, p. 73. 


raised by a definite moment in Israel’s history. But now this flexibility 
of Jahweh’s revelation, allowing it to gear itself to the place and time 
and condition of the Israel at the time addressed, ceases. The law be¬ 
comes an absolute entity, unconditionally valid irrespective of time or 
historical situation But this made the revelation of the divine com¬ 
mandments something different from what it had been hitherto. This 
was no longer the helpful directing will of the God who conducted his 
people through history: rather it is now beginning to become the 
“law” in the theological sense of the word. Up to now the command¬ 
ments had been ofservice to the people of Israel as they made their way 
through history and through the confusion occasioned by heathen forms 
of worship. But now Israel had to serve the commandments. Certainly 
the old way of looking at the commandments was still preserved in the 
post-exilic community for a considerable period.^*^ We do not as yet 
see any legal casuistry proper. But when the law was made absolute, 
the path to such a casuistry, with its intrinsic consequences, had to be 
followed out. But the most serious aspect of this whole process was 
that in understanding the law in this way Israel parted company with 
history, that is, with the history which she had hitherto experienced 
with Jahweh. She did not part company with her relationship to 
Jahweh. But once she began to look upon the will of Jahweh in such a 
timeless and absolute way, the saving history necessarily ceased moving 
on.^® This Israel no longer had a history, at least a history with Jahweh. 

Noth in particular has laid emphasis on this change {Ges.Studicn^^^. ii2fF.). But 
R. Asting too has given a very clear description of the process: “The stage which we 
call legalism [Nomismus) is only reached when the need which brought the prescrip¬ 
tions into being is no longer fully alive. Then the regulations are no longer merely an 
expression of the demands which the cultic community from its experience of life 
finds indispensable, but are extraneous to and independent of the life which they 
confront-the life which brought them into being no longer fills them, and so they 
stand forth with an awe-inspiring authority, and become commandments that are 
fulfilled just because they are authoritative commandments. What once took its 
growth from within now becomes something which comes to men from without, and 
as a Novum exercises a profound influence on the development of the cultic com¬ 
munity and leads it into completely different paths” (D ie Heiligkeit \ m Urchristentuntf 
Gottingen 1930, p. 41 ). See below, p. 201. 

The eclipse of the concept of the covenant to which Noth has drawn attention 
{Ges.Studien, pp. i ipff.) is important here. For in the past in what other way did Israel 
more intensively express her understanding of herself in regard to the saving history 
than by her continuous appeal to Jahweh’s covenants? She did not again experience 
history or write it till the time of the Maccabees. 
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From now on she lived, and served her God, in as it v^cre, an enig¬ 
matic “beyond history/’ She was of course thus severed once for all 
from solidarity with the rest of the peoples. Because of this radical 
separation, Israel became suspect in the eyes of the other peoples-she 
actually became hated, and drew upon herself the grievous reproach of 
aixi^la}^ Complicated as the phenomenon of Judaism is for the 
historian, especially the problem of its derivation from the Israel of the 
past, it must none the less be regarded as established that it is in essence 
only comprehensible on the basis of this new understanding^of the law 
which we have tried to sketch. Judaism only entered history when the 
Torah of Jahweh was understood as a “law.” 

For the reproach of that is, the refusal to have fellowship with other 

peoples, cf. Est. m. 8 ; Poseidonius 87, fr. 109 (Diodor, xxxiv. i; Josephus, Ant., xm. 

8 , 3 ; Tacitus, Histories. v. 5). 


Chapter F 

SACRAL OFFICE AND CHARISMA 
IN ANCIENT ISRAEL 

A Retrospect'^ 

HE greatest difficulty confronting any presentation of the 
history of Jahwism, its institutions, and its witness to itself, is 
the dating of the several texts and the determination of the dates 
of the traditions which lie behind them. The material itself may be 
abundant enough. But since it is in so many cases absolutely impossible 
for us to restore it to its proper place in the history, because we do not 
know its actual historical context, many important texts have to 
remain unused. Let us then in conclusion mention here another point 
of view which still allows us to gather up something at least of what 
remains, and that in connexion with a factor which is very characteris¬ 
tic of the sum total of Jahwism and its historical expression. 

The tension characterising the first three centuries of early Christian¬ 
ity between ecclesiastical office on the one hand and charismatic author¬ 
ity on the other, between an impersonal office and a personal charisma 
which is, as such, completely incalculable in its effects, was also known 
to ancient Israel.^ In her too the possibility that either might become 
absolute was ruled out from the very start, for both office and charisma 
were but the prolongation of the arm of Jahweh himself, who was 
present in person and whose zeal determined everything in sovereign 
fashion. The supreme court was neither a sacral institution nor a 
charismatic person, but Jahweh himself, for whom it was an easy 
matter to break with even the most legitimate institution or the best- 
attested charisma. He was lord and limit of both, the official and the 
charismatic authority alike. Of course, we are not, like the New Testa¬ 
ment scholar, in the happy position of being able, aided by reliable 

^ A great deal of material is to be found in S. Mowinckel, Psalmenstudien III {Kult’- 
prophetic und prophetische Psalmen), Oslo 1923 ; cf. also 0 . Ploger, “Priester und 
Prophet,” in Z.A IF., 1951, pp. iSjS, More recently M. Noth, Amt und Berufung 
im Alien Testament, Bonn 1958. 

^ H Frhr. v. Campenhausen, Kirchliches Amt und geistlicheVoUmacht in den ersten 
drei Jahrhunderten, Tubingen 1953. 
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SACRAL ofmce And charisma 


documents, to illustrate this tension, with quotations from its very 
beginning, or to follow it out. And there is the further difficulty that 
in ancient Israel the various offices were, so to speak, much more separ¬ 
ate and often did not clash with one another at all. The offices of the 
priests, of the elders, and of the kings occupied different spheres of the 
national life, and so the conceptions of them which grew up were 
largely independent and often unrelated to one another. Of course, in 
the nearly a thousand-year-long history of Jahwism in the Old Testa¬ 
ment we have also to reckon with far-reaching changes in the conception 
of these offices between any given time and another. But only a small 
part of this can be to any degree pin-pointed in the history. 

For us the beginnings of the worship of Jahweh and its earliest 
institutions are wrapped in obscurity. All the same, such knowledge as 
we do possess allows us to assume as certain the existence of a priesthood 
as the guardian of the holy rites. But on the other hand an element of the 
enthusiastic, the violent, and the terrible seems also to have formed part 
of the oldest expressions of Jahwism. The perfectly incalculable effects 
of the mn*’rm certainly form part of Israel’s primal apperception of 
her God. But it would be wrong to understand these two in terms of 
mutual antagonism. Even as late as the time of the Amphictyony in 
Palestine these two expressions of Jahwism, the priestly and the fiery 
charismatic, must have existed side by side, if not even actually inter¬ 
twined with one another. The pilgrims who submitted to the peaceful 
order of the annual festivals and the regulations governing the cultic 
ceremonial certainly did not find in the sudden appearance of warlike 
charismatic persons something which confronted this cult-ordered 
world as a thing alien and opposed. What might have been felt as 
opposed was not in fact so felt, since both elements referred alike to 
Jahweh and to the inscrutability of his nature and his acts. 

How completely institutions were always subordinated to the sole 
personal will of Jahweh is made clear by the stamp which justice 
received in Israel. Here was one department in which everything made 
for the stabilisation and objectifying of what had been handed down: 
moreover, Israel was strongly influenced by a legal tradition which had 
been most thoroughly purified by a variety of experiences. In spite of 
this, she was quite incapable of allowing this department of life to 
become neutral. If wc start from a preconceived idea of “justice,” we 
can certainly say that the characteristic permeating quality of Israel’s 
religion prevented her from achieving an objective justice. Even if in 
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many instances she took ovcrtlu^sc conditional legal axioms which were 
undoubtedly Canaanite in origin ; still, the whole religious context in 
which she set them was entirely different-to say nothing of the highly 
significant alterations and modifications which many of these axioms 
had to undergo, and which make it particularly clear that here it is no 
neutral law, but Jahweh himself in person, that is addressing mcn.^ 
Thus law was for Israel something much more personal: it was God’s 
will for order, which in the end could never become really stabilised 
and objective. This, however, means that understanding it, and 
administering it, became rather the concern of authority. Thus, the 
“prophetess” Deborah’s administration ofjusticc is without any doubt 
to be taken as charismatic (Jg. iv. qffi) : but, things being what they were, 
not even the normal administration ofjustice at the gate could be with¬ 
out a certain charismatic authority. Deuteronomy still regards Jahweh’s 
will for law as a subject for preaching-it is Jahweh’s utterly personal 
challenge to Israel, which she in turn has to take to heart in an utterly 
personal way. Israel was very conscious-in Deuteronomy-of the 
unique quality of this will for law revealed to her. Through it, she was 
preferred above all the other nations, and these had to recognise in 
Israel’s law the proof of her special nearness to and direct communica¬ 
tion with God (Deut. iv. 6-8). The most radical expression of this con¬ 
ception of law as the direct and utterly personal will of God for man is 
in the preaching of the prophets, for in their accusations the proclama¬ 
tion of God’s regulative will for law became something charismatic, 
the matter of a personal call (Mic. m. 8).^ 

As is well known, charismatic leadership in war died away with the 
rise of the state. Even Jephthah was no longer a charismatic leader of the 
old type, as the involved discussions on whose basis he finally agreed to 
take the field against the Ammonites make clear (Jg. xi. 5-1 1). This 
extinction of charismatic leadership was undoubtedly a tremendous 
loss for Israel. The army was mechanised by the change to mercenary 
soldiers and the techniques of the chariot: Israel let everything which 
had to do with warfare fall into the realm of the secular. But this meant 
that the main field of the Jahweh’s activity, his action in history, and 
his protection of Israel, were lost to Jahwism. It was only the great 

® See above, pp. 3if. * 

^ On this whole question cf. H.-J. Kraus, Die prophetische Verhundigung des Rechts in 
Israel, Theologische Studien, Heft 51 , Zollikon-Zurich 1957; in addition, the same 
writer’s Gottesdienst in Israel, Munich 1954 , pp. 64ff. 
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prophets who, with their miprccedcnted claim to recognise in this very 
realm Jahweh’s rising up and his final decisions, recovered the whole 
realm of politics for the faith. So after the extinction of charismatic 
leadership the priesthood remained as the chief representative and 
custodian of Jahwism. But, so far as we can see, the priesthood never 
looked upon itself as charismatic. This does not mean that it did not 
claim a definite authority for its office, for even with an extremely 
hieratically conceived priesthood, an as it were completely mechanical 
life and rule on the basis of tradition is inconceivable. The giving of 
Torah, and the “acceptance” or rejection of sacrifices, presuppose a 
sacral authorisation and a special spiritual knowledge.6 Nevertheless it 
remains true that this priestly office is never referred back to the opera¬ 
tion of the mn‘'nn. Even the obtaining of divine decisions was more 
of a technical affair and obviously not dependent upon free inspiration. 6 

The creation of the state brought a growing administrative organisa¬ 
tion, and an involvement in bureaucracy for the body of the people 
which had previously understood itself sacrally as “the people of 
Jahweh” and needed a minimum of political apparatus. But it is 
remarkable that it was the very institution which understood itself 
charismatically, namely the monarchy, which gave the strongest im¬ 
pulse through the measures it adopted to the secularisation of Israel, or 
at any rate to wide spheres of her life. This is also true, as far as we can 
see, for the Judean monarchy. About the reality of this charismatic 
claim there can be no doubt-David’s political testament is inspired by 
the mn‘'mT (m Sam. XXIII. 2; Prov. xvi.io). It is of course another 
question whether this royal charisma which, as has been said, was basic 
to the conception of the anointed of Jahweh, was anything more than 
a claim asserted by the king, an element of courtly tradition which gave 
the royal office a further halo of legitimation. A review of what we 
know of the official power of David and his successors-the historical 
Saul is, of course, a different case-makes one hesitate to answer it in 
the affirmative .7 The official duties and the courtly ceremonial by 
which a king’s whole activity was determined can have left little room 
for charismatic activity. If the anointed was early on regarded as in¬ 
violable, the reason was certainly to be sought in the charisma which he 
bore (iSam. xxiv. 7 , xxvi. 9). But significantly enough there is no 

® See below pp. 244fF. 

® I Sam. XXV. 36fF., xxii. 13 , 15, xxiii. gff., xxx. 7 ff.; uSam. n. i. v. 19, 23 . 

’Seebelow, pp. 318ff. 
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further mention of this later. Nevertheless, in 1 Kings m. 5-15, an old 
ceremonial text, it is strongly emphasised, and it is also, according to 
Is. XL I, the indispensable prerequisite of the rule of Jahweh’s anointed 
one. To be sure, the kings did not draw upon their charisma in order 
to discover Jahweh’s will in certain situations, since prophets were at 
their disposal for this purpose. 

Mention of the prophets fingerposts the men in whom the charis¬ 
matic side of Jahwism came to expression with a completely new force. 
If we bear in mind that the great period of the prophetic movement, 
which runs from the ninth to the seventh century b.c., can be des¬ 
cribed as an era of internal disintegration, in which political and 
economic life had long ago asserted their independence and autonomy, 
and in which Jahwism was already precariously thrown back on the 
defensive and now found its representatives only in peasant circles in 
the countryside-in these circumstances this phenomenon has for the 
historian contemplating it the appearance of the eruption of a long- 
dormant volcano. The history of the prophetic movement, which was 
from the earliest times far from uniform, falls to be dealt with later on 
in another context. Unfortunately, we are in the dark on the question 
of the cultic connexions of the earlier N'bi’im, that is, the question of 
their office and charisma. It is probable that in the early monarchical 
period there were N'bi’im who exercised their function wholly within 
the framework of the cult and who, perhaps because they gave answers 
to enquiries directed to the deity or practised intercession, have to be 
regarded as nothing less than holders of cultic office.® In the case of the 
court prophets this official character is still more apparent. Many 
remained in such ties down to the bitter end of the two kingdoms, 
others broke away from them or never stood in them,® These were the 
men who proceeded to stronger and stronger attacks on existing 
institutions, and altogether denied their legitimacy in the eyes of Jah- 
wch. Polemic against internal conditions became the almost exclusive 
form in which their char ism found expression; and this was, of course, 
the signal of a serious disturbance. In actual fact it was against the holders 
of the high offices, kings, priests, and prophets, that these prophets 
turned, and reproached them with their failure to comply with the 

® Gen. XX. 7 ; iSam. xn. 23 , vn. 5 and frequently. F. Hesse, Die Furbitteim Alien 
Testament (Diss. Erlangen 1949), pp. ipfF.; H. H. Rowley, “Ritual and the Hebrew 
Prophets,” in Journal of Semitic Studies, 1956, pp. 338fF. 

® See VOL. II of this work, Pt. i, Ch. D. 
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will of Jahwch. Old J ^iwism derived its vitality from the historic acts 
which Jahwch had done for Israel. With the creation of the state the 
realm of history and politics became more and more a great secular 
adiaphoron, in which the kings acted as they thought fit with their 
diplomacy and strategy. Not the smallest part of the immense import¬ 
ance of old Israelite prophecy is the fact that it recovered for Jahwism 
extensive areas of life in which Israel had forgotten the tic with Jahweh. 
And just as in home affairs the prophets recognised, let us say, judicial 
or economic life as spheres in which Jahwch was interested, so they also 
reaffirmed Jahwch’s sovereign sway in the political sphere in which 
Israel lived. This made altogether inevitable a head-on collision with 
the efforts which were made to further Israel’s political security, 
especially with diplomacy and the policy of military armament. The 
prophetic narratives in i Kings xx, which reflect conditions in the ninth 
century, admittedly show us a still comparatively harmonious co¬ 
operation between prophecy and military leadership. The prophet 
gave the order to attack-indeed, it was he who determined the part 
of the army which was to advance (i Kings xx. 13 f.). This co-operation 
of the charismatic office with the state authority is remarkable-indeed, 
looking along the road which the prophetic movement later took, it 
can scarcely be called anything but a compromise. Quite apart from 
the perfectly proper question whether in the long run such a willing¬ 
ness of the kings and their officials to subordinate themselves to a 
prophet’s word was to be expected, this protection which Israel 
enjoyed from state troops with their regular ofHcers was a completely 
different thing from the earlier arrangements in Israel’s holy wars. 
Actually, the phrase designating the prophet as “the chariots of Israel 
and its horsemen” (n Kings ii. 12 , xiii. 14 ) shows that even in the 
ninth century prophecy took a different view of itself, for it expresses 
unmistakable opposition to the technical secularisation of warfare. 
Israel’s real protection is her prophets’ charisma-what was thought of 
here was pretty clearly the miracles worked by the prophets. 10 This 
antagonistic isolation vis-d-vis all state and sacral offices alike is charac¬ 
teristic of the prophecy of the eighth and seventh centuries. Vis-d-vis 
all the demoralised or secularised institutions of Israel around about it, 
prophecy regarded itself, by virtue of its free charismatic commission, 
as the one and only authority mediating between Jahweh and Israel, 
and, we may also say, the last directly authorised one. The way in 
Cf. n Kings vi. iSff, vu . iff., xm. i5fF. A. Jepsen,N(aK Munich 1934, p. 186 . 
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which this attitude towards the timc-lKillowcd authorities and institu¬ 
tions compelled the prophets to fuul a completely new legitimation of 
their commission will have to be discussed in a later context. In actual 
fact, this pure and simple appeal to a personal charismatic commission¬ 
ing was something quite new for Israel. Opposition between two 
prophets, and between the “thus hath Jahwch spoken” of each, was 
bound to raise the question of certitude more acutely than had ever 
before been the case. The claim to prophetic charismatic authority 
made in Num. xi. 25(E) by the elders at some indefinite date in the 
prc-exilic era is rather strange. 

This isolation into which the charismatic prophets regarded them¬ 
selves as forced as a result of the failure of the other authorities was, as 
has been said, the unhappy result of an emergency: as a general prin¬ 
ciple, the prophets never disputed the legitimacy and necessity of, for 
example, the kingdom, or the priests, or the judicial office of the elders. 
Indeed they took these authorities, as organs of the will of Jahweh, 
much more seriously than the bearers of those offices were able to do 
at that time. Thus even Deuteronomy, which drafted a kind of con¬ 
stitution for Israel and which was admittedly strongly influenced by 
prophecy, assigned all these offices their place and function. But it did 
not succeed in treating and developing them with complete equality: 
in actual fact, what stands unmistakably in the forefront in Deutero¬ 
nomy is an interest in prophecy and the problems which it set. Indeed, 
the supreme office through which the proper intercourse between Jah¬ 
weh and Israel is to be carried out is that of the prophet, who will never 
cease in Israel (Deut. xviii. 18). Thus, according to Deuteronomy, Israel 
as properly constituted stands explicitly under charismatic leadership. 

The same can certainly not be said of the great theological scheme 
given in the Priestly Document, for in the orders of Israel with which 
it deals, the charismatic element has absolutely no place. Nor is this 
surprising, since P of course restricts its scope to the legitimation of 
sacral orders, and the extensive material secondarily incorporated into 
the work (P”)is derived solely from the cult. As we have seen, this 
priestly-cultic world allowed no room for activity deriving from 
inspiration. Bearing in mind, however, that in its exposition of the 
events at the Exodus and during the Wandering in the Wilderness P’s 
narrative is after all giving a fairly broad picture, then the absence of 
all directly charismatic manifestations on the part of Jahweh is indeed 
conspicuous, especially when one remembers the frequency of actions 
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of the spirit recounted in the older narrative works. This seems to 
indicate some inner lack of growth. P docs not regard even Moses as 
at all a prophet or a charismatic persond^ Here the account of the in¬ 
stallation of Joshua is characteristic: P does not understand the pro¬ 
cedure of the laying on of hands as a transmission of the charisma, 
but of Moses’ office as leader (Num. xxvn. idfF.). The words that ‘‘the 
spirit of God was” in Joshua are somewhat unrelated to their context, 
for P was no longer in a position to understand Moses’ or Joshua’s 
office as charismatic^- I? is more convincing where it speaks of the 
charismatic talent of the craftsman Bezalel (Ex. xxvm. 3, xxxi. 3, 
XXXV. 3 i). The erection of the tabernacle could not have been a human 
piece of work—the spirit of God had directly authorised the chief 
craftsman to undertake the task. Such completely isolated remarks 
about a charismatic talent make clear enough in their own way how 
imperfectly rooted theologically this whole range of ideas is in the 
picture P has of Israel. This conclusion tallies with our knowledge that 
in the early post-exilic period, prophecy has already come to its end— 
from then on it apparently disintegrated as an order in its own right. 13 
This undoubtedly implied some internal crisis. Was the post-exilic 
community to be completely without the charismatic element which, 
as we saw, was constitutive ofjahwism? In actual fact, she was brought 
to the point of deciding whether the charismatic could still find a 
place within her at all. But a glance at the Chronicler’s historical work 
shows us that even in this time the charismatic still found representatives 
and spokesmen. In the post-exilic Levirate, from whom of course the 
Chronicler’s history is derived, there must have been circles which 
regarded themselves as heirs and successors of the prophets, and who 
also in their own way laid claim to inspiration from the spirit of 
Jahwehd^ The transference to the Levitical cultic ministers of the terms 

See below, pp. 295 f. 

Joshua too was put to the decision by Urim and Thummin. 

A. Jepsen, Nabiy pp. 227ff. 

The great importance which the “prophetic” has in the Chronicler’s picture of the 
history is well known. It could find expression alike in the free inspiration of an army 
officer (i Chron. XII. 19. [18]), or of a priest (ii Chron. xxiv. 20) or of a prophet 
(II Chron. xv. i). But the magnitude of the change in the conception can be seen in the 
fact that the Chronicler attributes authority in particular to the Levites (n Chron. xx. 
14 ). Both Asaph and Jeduthun are designated as “seers” (n Chron. xxix. 30, xxxv. 15). 
Special importance attaches to i Chron. xxv. 1-31, where the Chronicler claims pro¬ 
phetic inspiration for the ministry of the singers Asaph, Heman, and Jeduthun. 


customarily used of the prophetic reception of revelation has, under¬ 
standably enough, constantly led people to state that the prc-exilic 
prophets and the post-exilic Levites were bodies that cannot be com¬ 
pared at all, and that the Chronicler lacked all standards for an under¬ 
standing of the prc-exilic prophets and their chariswa -—did he not even 
regard them among other things as authors of chronicles?^® This is of 
course correct. But we should go beyond what wc have authority for 
if, starting from a preconceived idea of what the prophets were, wc 
wanted to regard this claim of the post-exilic Levites as merely a hollow 
piece of presumption, and deny a limine that in this movement of 
Levitical singers, Jahweh’s charisma reappeared once more in different 
conditions in a different guise. No doubt the charisma was mainly 
active within the framework of worship. But it was probably also active 
in the realm of instruction and teaching (ii Chron. xxxv. 3 ; Nch. 
VIII. 7ff.). The finest manifestation of this charisma that we have is in the 
post-exilic poems in the Psalter, whose authors we have to seek pre¬ 
cisely in the circles of the Levites. 

But in this post-exilic period the operation of the divine spirit of 
inspiration had by no means withdrawn into the cultic realm. Lrom 
far outside of it men came forward who very seriously laid claim to the 
dignity of enlightenment by the spirit-the wise men (Prov. i. 23). 
Job’s friend Elihu introduces himself into the conversation wholly 
as one inspired by the spirit: he points to the “breathing of the Al¬ 
mighty” (Job XXXII. s), which first leads men to understanding, 
and he describes how the understanding given to himself had fer¬ 
mented like new wine that bursts its wineskins, until finally he was 
able to give vent to his feelings in words (Job XXXII. 18 - 20 ). Eliphaz 
too wants his words to be taken as direct inspiration-indeed, he gives 
the most complete description of the prophetic reception of revelation 
and all the psychological phenomena which accompany it that we can 
read in the Old Testament. Of course the discourse, which he has so 
laboriously prepared beforehand, has nothing of the prophetic in it, 
for it is a truth of wisdom (Job iv. 17 ). To be sure, all this is simply a 
matter of taking possession of the intellectual heritage of a great past 
with all the concepts that go with it. In actual fact, the interspersion 
of prophetic terms into these teachings really creates a hybrid forma¬ 
tion, for prophetic in the narrower sense of the word is just what this 
Wisdom teaching is not. Nevertheless, it would yet be an over- 
^®i Chron. xxix. 29 ; n Chron. ix. 29 , xu. 15, xm. 22. xxvi. 22. xxxii. 32 . 
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simplification to regard this appeal to divine inspiration as merely an 
empty convention only used now more or less for literary purposes, 
for the derivation of special wisdom from a divine revelation was in 
itself very ancient in Israel.^® According to Sirach, neither the office 
of the theological teacher nor the confession of faith in Jahweh which 
the wise man expressed in his freely-conceived prayers and songs, can 
exist without charismatic authority.^’ This charisma underwent a final 
change in form when the wise man became the interpreter of the future 
and the writer of apocalyptied® 

It is therefore evident that the charismatic was an absolutely con¬ 
stitutive factor in Jahwism. It appeared in many forms, in the guise of 
an inspiration for war and in the word of the prophets, in the praises 
of the Levitical singers and in the counsel and teaching of the wise 
men. Where it was absent, crisis supervened, and when it finally dis¬ 
appeared, the end of ancient Jahwism had been sealed, and the day of 
scribal religion had dawned. 

See below, p. 442. 

Ecclcsiasticus xxxix. 6-8. Also xvi, 25 , xvm. 29, xxiv. 33 , l. 27 . On the subject 
sccL. Jansen, D \e spatjiidischePsalmendichtwig, ihr Entstehungskrds und ihr Sitz inr 
Leben, Oslo 1937, pp.ysfF., i4i. 

Dan. IV. sf. [8f.], 15 [19], v. ii, 14 . For this process of the “pushing underground” 
of the prophetic and its diversion into heretical movements, see 0. Ploger, “Prophet- 
isches Erbe in den Sekten des fruhen Judentums,” in T/i. Lz., 1954, pp. 29ifF. 
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METHODOLOGICAL PRESUPPOSITIONS 

I. THE SUBJECT-MATTER OP A THEOLOGY OF THE 
OLD TESTAMENT 

T his belie fin aThwe h, whose vitality we have described in 
brief outline, had very many ways of speaking about him. It 
never ceased speaking of his relationship to Israel, to the world, 
and to the nations, sometimes through the impersonal media of the 
great institutions (cult, law, court, etc.), sometimes however through 
the mouths of priests, prophets, kings, writers of narratives, historians, 
wise men, and Temple singers. Now, from this extremely abundant 
witness to Jahweh it would be perfectly possible, as has already been 
said, to draw a tolerably complete and, as far as comparative religion 
goes, a tolerably objective picture of the religion of the people of 
Israel, that is, of the special features in her conception of God, of the 
way in which Israel thought of God’s relationship to the world, to the 
other nations and, not least, to herself; of the distinctiveness of what 
she said about sin and had to say about atonement and the salvation 
which comes from God. This has often been attempted, and needs no 
doubt to be attempted repeatedly. While Christian theologians may 
have played a decisive role" in fostering this enterprise, the task in itself, 
however, falls within the province of the general study of religion; and 
it is therefore fitting that in recent times Orientalists, sociologists, 
ethnologists,ethnopsychologists, investigators of mythology, and others 
too have to a considerable extent co-operated in its accomplishment. 
The theological task proper to the Old Testament is not simply identical 
with this general religious one, and it is also much more restricted. The 
subject-matter which concerns the theologian is, of course, not the 
spiritual and religious world of Israel and the conditions of her soul 
in general, nor is it her world of faith, all of which can only be recon¬ 
structed by means of conclusions drawn from the documents : instead, 
it is simply Israel’s own explicit assertions about Jahweh. The theologian 
must above all deal directly with the evidence, that is, with what Israel 
herself testified concerning Jahweh, and there is no doubt that in many 
cases he must go back to school again and learn to interrogate each 
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document, much more closely than has been done hitherto, as to its 
specific kcrygmatic intention.^ The tremendous difFercnccs evinced in 
the specific literary units will be dealt with later on in this volume. 
None the less we must anticipate, and mention briefly, what unites 
them all. They are far from comprehending equally all the wide range 
of statements about God, man, and the world which are conceivable 
and possible in the religious sphere. In this respect the theological radius 
of what Israel said about God is conspicuously restricted compared 
with the theologies of other nations^—instead, the Old Testament writ¬ 
ings confine themselves to representing Jahweh’s relationship to Israel 
and the world in one aspect only, namely as a continuing divine activity 
in history. This implies that in principle Israel’s faith is grounded in a 
theology of history. It regards itself as based upon historical acts, and as 
shaped and re-shaped by factors in which it saw the hand of Jahweh at 
work. The oracles of the prophets also speak of events, though there is 
the definite difference, that in general they stand in point of time not 
after, but prior to, the events to which they bear witness. Even where 
this reference to divine facts in history is not immediately apparent, as 
for example in some of the Psalms, it is, however, present by implica¬ 
tion : and where it is actually absent, as for example in the Book of Job 
and Ecclesiastes, this very lack is closely connected with the grave 
affliction which is the theme of both these works. 

Both at this point and in the sequel, we are of course thinking, when 
we speak of divine acts in history, of those which the faith of Israel 
regarded as such-that is, the call of the forefathers, the deliverance from 
Egypt, the bestowal of the land of Canaan, etc.-and not of the results 
of modern critical historical scholarship, to which Israel’s faith was 
unrelated. This raises a difficult historical problem. In the last 150 years 
critical historical scholarship has constructed an impressively complete 
picture of the history of the people of Israel. As this process took shape, 
the old picture of Israel’s history which the Church had derived and 
accepted from the Old Testament was bit by bit destroyed. Upon this 
process there is no going back, nor has it yet indeed come to an end. 
Critical historical scholarship regards it as impossible that the whole 
of Israel was present at Sinai, or that Israel crossed the Red Sea and 
achieved the Conquest en bloc —it holds the picture of Moses and his 

^ It would be well to scrutinise from this point of view the chapter-headings in our 
translations or interpretations of the Bible, which often completely miss the intention 
that the specific narrators had in mind. 
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leadership drawn in the traditions of the Book of Exodus to be as un- 
historical as the function which the Dcutcrononiistic book of Judges 
ascribes to the “judges.” On the other hand, it is just the most recent 
research into the Hcxatcuch that has proceeded to deal with the 
extremely complicated origin of the Old Testament’s picture of Jah¬ 
weh’s saving history with Israel. Scholars arc even beginning to allow 
a scientific standing of its own to the picture of her history which 
Israel herself drew, and to take it as something existing per se which, 
in the way it has been sketched, has to be taken into account as a central 
subject in our theological evaluation. Research into the I-Iexateuch has 
established that this picture is based upon a few very old motifs around 
which subsequently have clustered in organic growth the immense 
number of freely circulating separate traditions .2 The basic motifs were 
already pronouncedly confessional in character, and so were the separate 
traditions, in part very old, which made the canvas so very large. 
Thus the Hexateuch shows us a picture of the saving history that is 
drawn up by faith, and is accordingly confessional in character. The 
same holds true for the Deuteronomistic history’s picture of the later 
history of Israel down to the exile. These two pictures of Israel’s 
history lie before us—that of modern critical scholarship and that 
which the faith of Israel constructed-and for the present, we must 
reconcile ourselves to both of them. It would be stupid to dispute the 
right of the one or the other to exist. It would be superfluous to 
emphasise that each is the product of very different intellectual activi¬ 
ties. The one is rational and “objective”; that is, with the aid of 
historical method and presupposing the similarity of all historical 
occurrence, it constructs a critical picture of the history as it really was 
in Israel .3 It is clear that in the process this picture could not be restricted 
to a critical analysis of the external historical events: it was bound to 
proceed to a critical investigation of the picture of Israel’s spiritual 
world, her religion, as well. 

The other activity is confessional and personally involved in the 
events to the point of fervour. Did Israel ever speak of her history 

^ M. Noth, Pentateuch. 

a “The historical method, once it is applied to biblical science ... is a leaven which 
transforms everything and finally explodes the whole form of theological methods.*’ 
“The means by which criticism is at all possible is the application of analogy. ... But 
the omnicompetence of analogy implies that all historical events are identical in 
principle.” E. Trbltsch, Uber historische und dogmatische Methode, Tubingen 1889 
(Gesammelte Schriften, vol. ii, pp. 729fF.). 
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Other than with the emotion of glorification or regret? Historical in¬ 
vestigation searches for a critically assured minimum-the kerygmatic 
picture tends towards a theological maximum.* The fact that these two 
views of Israel's history are so divergent is one of the most serious 
burdens imposed today upon Biblical scholarship. No doubt historical 
investigation has a great deal that is true to say about the growth of 
this picture of the history which the faith of Israel painted: but the 
phenomenon of the faith itself, which speaks now of salvation, now 
ofjudgment, is beyond its power to explain. 

It would not do, however, simply to explain the one picture as 
historical and the other as unhistorical. The kerygmatic picture too 
(and this even at the points where it diverges so widely from our 
historical picture) is founded in the actual history and has not been 
invented. The means by which this historical experience is made 
relevant for the time, the way in which it is mirrored forth in a variety 
of pictures, and in sagas in type form, are those adapted to the possi¬ 
bilities of expression of an ancient people. But it would be a very hasty 
conclusion if critical historical scholarship were minded to be itself 
taken as the only way into the history of Israel, and if it denied to what 
Israel reports in, say, her sagas a foundation in the “real” history. In 
some respects, this foundation is an even deeper one. Only, in these 
traditional materials the historic and factual can no longer be detached 
from the spiritualising interpretation which pervades them all. 

We are not here concerned with the philosophical presuppositions 
of objective, rational, and critical scholarship, or the methods with 
which it works. On the other hand, the particular way in which 
Israel’s faith presented history is still far from being adequately elu¬ 
cidated. Admittedly, we are acquainted with the various basic historical 
and theological ideas of the Jahwist, or of the Deuteronomist’s history, 
or the Chronicler's. But we are much less clear about the mode of 
presentation of the smaller narrative units, although it is in fact the 
mass of these which now gives characteristic stamp to those great 
compilations. The way in which faith perceives things has its own 
peculiarities, and it is perhaps therefore possible to point to some 
constantly recurring features, certain “patterns,” which are charac¬ 
teristic of a confessional presentation, particularly of early historical 
experiences. In this connexion a very common datum would have to 

*N. A. Dahl, Der historische Jesus als geschichtswissenschaftliches und theologisches 
Problem, Kcrygma tmd Dogma, Gottingen 1955, p. 119. 
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be taken into consideration by the theologian as well as by others-the 
fact that a great part of even the historical traditions of Israel has to be 
regarded as poetry, that is, as the product of explicit artistic intentions. 
But poetry-especially with peoples of antiquity-is much more than 
an aesthetic pastime: rather is there in it a penetrating desire for know¬ 
ledge directed towards the data presented by the historical and natural 
environment.® Historical poetry was the form in which Israel, like 
other peoples, made sure of historical facts, that is, of their location and 
their significance. In those times poetry was, as a rule, the one possible 
form for expressing special basic insights. It was not just there along 
with prose as something one might elect to use-a more elevated form 
of discourse as it were then-but poetry alone enabled a people to 
express experiences met with in the course of their history in such a 
way as to make the past become absolutely present. In the case oflegend, 
we now know that we must reckon with this coefficient of interpreta¬ 
tion. But in thinking of the literary stories, which extend from the 
Hexateuch to 11 Kings, and which we must also regard to begin with as 
poetry, we have to learn to grasp this coefficient more clearly in its 
special features in any given story.® As far as I can see, Israel only 
finally went over to the prosaic and scientific presentation of her history 
with the Deuteronomistic history. Thus, right down to the sixth cen¬ 
tury, she was unable to dispense with poetry in drafting history, for the 
Succession Document or the history of Jehu’s revolution are poetic 
presentations, and are indeed the acme of poetic perfection. No wonder 
that in Israel, and in her alone, these historical narratives could develop 
so profusely and in such perfection-the faith needed them. On the 
other hand, there is no mistaking that the effort to interpret historical 
events in this poetic-theological guise imposes a limit upon the possibili¬ 
ties of our understanding such narratives. The understanding of lists and 
annals is independent of the presuppositions of faith. But these poetic 
stories appeal for assent; they address those who are prepared to ask 
questions and receive answers along like lines, that is, those who credit 
Jahweh with great acts in history. 

If some stories, chiefly older ones bordering upon legend, represent 

® The idea of poetry as an “organ for the understanding of life” goes back to 

Dilthey. Cf. P. Bockmann, Formgeschichte der deutschen Dichtrrng, Hamburg 1949, 
pp. lyfF. 

® A few more specific references are to be found in G. von Rad, D er H ei I i ge K r i eg rm 
aheti Israel, pp. 43ff. 
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events which happened to a group as connected with an individual, 
this is doubtless mainly a poetic proceeding. They are removed from 
the realm of political history and projected into the wholly personal 
world of an individual. This usage which personalises and at the same 
time symbolises can be plainly seen in the stories about Ham and 
Canaan (Gen. ix.25), and in those about Ishmael or Judah (Gen. xvi. 
12, XXXVIII. I ). But exegesis probably must take still greater account of 
it in the patriarchal stories dealing with Abraham and Jacob. To 
symbolise things in a single person in this way is in itself not at all 
peculiar to Israel. But since it also crops up in stories which are marked¬ 
ly minted by faith, we must make ourselves familiar with it. In every 
case, through this transference into a personal picture these stories have 
been given an enormous degree of intensity, for events or experiences 
of very different times have been pulled together as a single episode 
in an individual’s life. Thus, for our historical and critical understand¬ 
ing, stories such as these have from the very start only an indirect 
relationship with historical reality, while their relation to what was 
believed by Israel is much more direct. We have further to consider 
that in their presentation of religious material the peoples of antiquity 
were not aware of the law of historical exclusiveness, according to 
which a certain event or a certain experience can be attached only to a 
single definite point in history. In particular, events bearing a saving 
character retained for all posterity, and in that posterity’s eyes, a con¬ 
temporaneousness which it is hard for us to appreciate .7 The upshot 
is that, in what they present, the later story-tellers blatantly make capital 
of experiences which, although they are invariably brought in on the 
basis of the ancient event in question, still reach forward into the 
story-teller’s own day. It is only from this standpoint that the story of 
Jacob’s struggle (Gen. xxxii. 22f.), or the story of Balaam (Num. 
xxii-xxiv), or the thrice-repeated story of the endangering of the 
ancestress of the race (Gen. xii.iofF., xx. iffi, xxvi.5fF.) can be inter¬ 
preted as they should. What is historical here? Certainly some definite 
but very elusive particular event which stands at the primal obscure 
origin of the tradition in question—but what is also historical is the 

^ L. Kohler, Hebrew Man, trans. P. R. Ackroyd, London 1956, p.39. This cannot of 
course be taken as meaning that “the conception of history itself hardly plays any 
noticeable part” for Israel. These words are incomprehensible in face of the fact that 
Israel’s faith gave itself sanction in a series of ever vaster theological sketches of her 
history. 


experience that Jahwch turns the enemy’s curse into blessing, and that 
he safeguards the promise in spite of all failure on the part of its 
recipient, etc. Israel did not dream up this confidence, but came to it 
on the basis of rich and wide experience, of her history in fact; and, 
symbolising it in a person, she illustrated it in a story. This of course 
occasions another and rather severe clash with our critical way of think¬ 
ing about history. Did the historical Balaam actually curse, or did his 
mouth really utter blessings? We may assume that it was only in the 
story that that which was given to Israel’s faith became presented as a 
visible miracle. This process of glorification is quite clear in many of the 
stories about the Conquest—the events are depicted with a splendour 
and a strong element of the miraculous which are impossible to square 
with older strands in the report.* The later story-tellers are so zealous for 
Jahweh and his saving work that they overstep the limits of exact his¬ 
toriography and depict the event in a magnificence far transcending 
what it was in reality.® These are texts which contain an implicit 
eschatological element, since they anticipate a Gloria of God’s saving 
action not yet granted to men. 

In the Old Testament it is thus this world made up of testimonies that 
is above all the subject of a theology of the Old Testament. The 
subject cannot be a systematically ordered “world of the faith” 
of Israel or of the really overwhelming vitality and creative pro¬ 
ductivity of Jahwism, for the world of faith is not the subject of these 
testimonies which Israel raised to Jahweh’s action in history. Never, 
in these testimonies about history, did Israel point to her own 
faith, but to Jahweh. Faith undoubtedly finds very clear expression in 
them; but as a subject it lies concealed, and can often only be grasped 
by means of a variety of inferences which are often psychological and 
on that account problematical. In a word, the faith is not the subject 
of Israel’s confessional utterances, but only its vehicle, its mouthpiece. 
And even less can the “history” of this world of faith be the subject 
of the theology of the Old Testament. Admittedly, the presentation 

® It is well known that an older and less miraculous picture of the events is given in 
Jg. I. ifF. than in the larger complex in Josh. i-x. 

® “Poetry is not the imitation of a reality which already exists in the same quality 
prior to it; the aesthetic faculty is a creative power for the production of a concept 
which transcends reality and is not present in any abstract thinking, or indeed in any 
way of contemplating the world.” W. DilthcyyGesammelte Schriften, Leipzig 1914-18, 
VOL. VI, p. 116 . In this “production,” the chief force in Israel in forming tradition was 
Jahwism. 
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of the “ideas, thought, and concepts of the Old Testament which are 
important for theology” will always form part of the task of Old 
Testament theologyT® But is this all that there is to it? Would a history 
confined to this leave room for discussion for example of the saving 
acts of grace, on which the faith of Israel regarded itself as based, and 
with reference to which it lived its life? A world of religious concepts 
later systematically arranged is of course an abstraction, for such a 
thing never existed in Israel in so complete and universal a way. So 
too the idea of a “religion of Israel,” that is, the idea of the faith as an 
entity, appears more problematical still as a result of the investigation 
of the history of tradition in our own time. There were up and down 
the land many traditions which little by little combined into ever 
larger complexes of tradition. Theologically, these accumulations were 
in a state of constant flux. Religious thought cannot be separated out 
from these traditions and represented thus in abstract. If we divorced 
Israel’s confessional utterances from the divine acts in history which 
they so passionately embrace, what a bloodless ghost we would be 
left with ! If, however, we put Israel’s picture of her history in the fore¬ 
front of our theological consideration, we encounter what appropri¬ 
ately is the most essential subject of a theology of the Old Testament, 
the living word of Jahweh coming on and on to Israel for ever, and this 
in the message uttered by his mighty acts. It was a message so living 
and actual for each moment that it accompanied her on her journey 
through time, interpreting itself afresh to every generation, and inform¬ 
ing every generation what it had to do. 

We cannot here give a critical review of the course followed by the 
discipline of Old Testament theology since Gabler’s classic work 
which outlined a programme for it.^^ Certainly, it was entirely neces¬ 
sary to free this discipline from dogmatics. On the other hand, this 
meant a great impoverishment, and seriously handicapped it on its 
course. In spite of all dogmatic prejudices, how rich and varied never¬ 
theless were the relationships of the theology of the seventeenth and 
eighteenth centuries to the Old Testament! At that time theology 
still had a vital interest in the details of the Mosaic cult, in the anthro- 

Kohler, Theology, p. i. 

J. Ph. Gabler, De justo discrirnine theologiae biblicae et dogmaticae regutidisque recte 
Htriusque Jinihus, Altorfii 1787 . Cf. for the history of Old Testament theology H. J. 
Kraus, Geschichte der historisch-kritischen Erforschung 6 es AhcnTestamentcs,Ncukkchcn 

1956. 
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pology of the Old Testament, and in the elucidation of intricate ques¬ 
tions of archaeology. With the rise of rationalism and the assertion of 
the autonomy of Biblical theology, the properly theological connexions 
with the Old Testament all at once became much more unilinear and 
abstract-in a word, poorer. Theological interest is now directed to the 
“religious ideas” of the Old Testament and their bearing upon the 
“truths of Christianity” - n o t that the change brought research into 
the historical world of Israel to a standstill: as is well known, this 
flourished in the nineteenth century as never before. But this study of 
the Old Testament disengaged itself more and more from theology. 
As far as her historical experience went, Israel appeared to be a nation 
like the rest of the nations of the ancient Near East, and one can well 
understand that the picture which historical scholarship outlined could 
have no particular relevance for theology. The result was that theology 
broke away more and more from the history of Israel and left that to 
the historians. However, this parting of the ways was quite amicable, 
for theology believed that she was retaining within her own com¬ 
petence the subject that was her real concern, namely, the spiritual 
world of the religious tmths of Israel. But what is left for theologians 
if it were to be discovered that Israel’s spiritual world too had a 
thousand threads tying it closely to the world of the ancient Near East 
and the factors that determined it historically, and if in consequence it 
became clear that it could be just as well, or perhaps even better, 
analysed by the Orientalist? But in the second half of the nineteenth 
century such results lay far beyond the horizon. 

Thanks to Wellhausen and his disciples. Old Testament theologians 
became still more assured that this was their presumed proper subject- 
matter. Wellhausen was in the last analysis strongly influenced by 
Hegel: he looked on Israel’s history as a history of ideas, and .presented 
it above all from the standpoint of a spiritual evolution. A number of 
theologies of the Old Testament were written following Wellhausen; 
but their theme was very uniform-the emancipation of the spirit of 
Israel from the bonds of the natural and the corporate, and the increas¬ 
ing moralisation of Jahwism. Then, on this philosophical and theo¬ 
logical basis, B. Duhm depicted the prophets as people so spiritual, so 
personal, so ethical, and so creative that this conception of Israel’s 
religion reached a ne plus ultra. Meanwhile, however, a more recent 
phase in the science of religion had shown that there was no such thing 
as a spiritual religion of Israel, and that this conception of it was in fact 
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ratlicr a reflexion of the religion of modem Protestant Europe And 
so the prophets had to conic down again from their lofty throne; for 
investigation of the more primitive forms of religion, and particularly 
the more intensive elucidation of the world of myth and the cult, 
showed how much stronger were the tics which bound even the 
prophets, and all the more the people of Israel as a whole, to the 
material side of ancient Oriental religion. But even this new investiga¬ 
tion of the religion of Israel was concerned more with Israel’s spiritu¬ 
ality, her distinctively ancient religious concepts, than with what Israel 
herself regarded as the proper subject-matter of her faith, namely, the 
revelation in word and deed ofjahweh in history. 

No one who follows the work done on the Old Testament in the 
nineteenth century can fail to notice how, broadly speaking, the 
theological impulse grows weaker and weaker. It was incomparably 
much more genuine and direct in the later period of rationalism than, 
say, at the beginning of the twentieth century. Because Old Testament 
theology took as its task the construction of a history of piety and of 
the contents of consciousness, and because, above all, it thereby kept to 
that which has its growth from nature and history, it dismissed what 
the Old Testament itself had to say, and, leaving this aside, chose its 
own subject of interest for itself? 

So then we see today, 170 years after Gabler, that at that time 
theology lost the right relationship to what can alone be its proper 
subject-what Israel herself made the content of her testimonies 
concerning Jahweh-and has not regained it until the present day. 

It will certainly not be possible for us to confine our theological 
work to testifying to the divine historical acts. Other things as well 
took place for Israel in the orbit of these acts of God. Men emerged 
whose function within this activity was to clarify it; offices came into 
being and cubic usages became necessary, because they were meant to 
make life in proximity to this revealed God possible for Israel. The 
various officials often stood up wonderfully to the test, and they often 
failed. Israel told the story of all this, and of much besides, and then she 
Pedersen, “Die Auffassung vom Alten Testament,” in Z.A.W., 1931, p. 180 . 

Since I do not go into details here, no mention is made of the reaction which began 
in the 1920’s and a&n became conscious of its special theological task in, for example, 
W. Eichrodt’s Theoloj^ie des Alten Testaments. Much as the picture given in this book 
presupposes this renewed self-evaluation on the part of theology, and conscious as I 
am of my great debt to it, I none the less mean to show that even here Old Testament 
theology has still not yet completely envisaged its proper subject. 


thought the whole thing through again and called fresh concepts to her 
aid to re-tell it, in order to come to a better understanding of her 
experience and a more adequate realisation of her own peculiarity. 
In particular Israel became revealed to herself in the sphere of this 
divine activity : she recognised herself, both her refusals and the 
completely new possibilities which opened up for her in her history 
whenever she laid herself open to the working of her God. And the 
only way for her of managing this was, in her language and her 
religious thinking, to enter into this action of God in which she found 
herself, to show herself elastic enough to frame or borrow concepts 
which were appropriate to the peculiar nature of her historical experi¬ 
ence. This too must be dealt with in a Theology of the Old Testament. 
But its starting point and its centre is Jahweh’s action in revelation. 

2. THE UNFOLDING 

The extremely difficult problem of a relevant unfolding of the witness 
of the Old Testament is indicated as early as in the Epistle to the Heb¬ 
rews, by the summary statement that God of old spoke to Israel “in 
many and various ways” (Heb. i.i). Unlike the revelation in Christ, the 
revelation of Jahweh in the Old Testament is divided up over a long 
series of separate acts of revelation which are very different in content. 
It seems to be without a centre which determines everything and which 
could give to the various separate acts both an interpretation and their 
proper theological connexion with one another.We can only describe 
the Old Testament’s revelation of Jahweh as a number of distinct and 
heterogeneous revelatory acts. Even the deliverance from Egypt, which, 
as is well known, is regarded in the various complexes of tradition as 
Jahweh’s all-sufficient saving act, cannot be taken as the theological centre 
or as the bedrock of the whole of the Old Testament. Certainly in the 
older-period it appears to have been given the rank of a unique saving 
event excelling all others. But this rank was later diminished through 
other theological ideas. The Deuteronomistic historical -work seems to 
have regarded the building of Solomon’s Temple as a middle-point in 
the history of Israel (1 Kings VI, 0; but for the Chronicler it was David’s 
cultic and messianic arrangements that were the determinative saving 
order for all the times to come. But Jeremiah and Deutero-Isaiah see a 
time coming when avowal ofjahweh as the one who led Israel out of 
Egypt will be done away with (Jer. xxiii. 7 ; Is. XLIII.16-20). 

How then can the kerygma which appears in the Old Testament be 
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theologically unfolded as it ought to be? It is becoming ever clearer 
to us that the arrangement and literary redaction of the enormously 
comprehensive traditional material was in itself a theological achieve¬ 
ment of the first rank; but we are at the same time confronted with the 
bewildering fact that this theological thinking is absolutely lacking 
in theological '‘systematics.” For us today it is not easy to understand 
that the Old Testament traditions do reveal-though little more than 
its beginning—an effort to develop or define the contents of the faith 
“systematically,” that is, according to their conceptual grouping. They 
do not appear to have any awareness at all of the demands of theological 
systcmatics, for they simply follow the sequence of the historical events. 
From first to last Israel manifestly takes as her starting-point the abso¬ 
lute priority in theology of event over ''logos.'' The total difference 
between this way of thinking and the “Greek urge towards a universal 
understanding of the world” is obvious, for Greek thought seeks a 
“uniform natural principle” of the cosmos, and it is precisely the 
question of the “one” principle, the “one” primary cause of all things, 
that is foreign to the Hebrew way of thinkingd^ Hebrew thinking is 
thinking in historical traditions; that is, its main concern is with the 
proper combination of traditions and their theological interpretation, 
and in the process historical grouping always takes precedence over 
intellectual and theological grouping. The most varied traditions are 
superimposed upon one another, and even interwoven. Thus, a frag¬ 
ment of archaic uninterpreted legend can without the least difficulty 
be brought into conjunction with a text which has been subjected to 
thorough theological reflexion, provided that both relate to one and 
the same event. Nor is there any desire to group together, because of 
their similarity, traditions which are akin, either because of common 
origin in a “school” or because of their theological theme, in order to 
arrive at a more broadly based systematic and theological connexion. 
From time to time the Deuteronomistic theology of history added its 
own theological reflexions to the older complexes of tradition-but it 
was obviously not concerned systematically to depict its own theo¬ 
logical world of thought, which is in actual fact homogeneous, and of 
a very distinctive character. The Old Testament of course says noth¬ 
ing about the principles followed by the men who gathered it together, 
and we certainly cannot assume that considerations of theology lay at 
the back of every grouping together of historical texts: a great deal 
W. Jaeger, The Theology of the early Greek Philosophers, Oxford 1947, pp. 20, 22. 
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must have come together according to the elementary law of associa¬ 
tion. The result is that all the individual texts, as well as all the larger 
compilations of texts, preserve the character of historical documents. 
However, the Hexateuch on the one hand and the Deuteronomist’s 
or the Chronicler’s historical works on the other are very different 
in literary structure, for the two latter have an “author,” whose 
intentions we to some extent know, while the former has been 
fashioned quite “anonymously” from old confessional forms and 
materials into the baroque monstrosity it now is. But all three works 
derive the principle on which they present their material from history, 
and even in their final form, where they are permeated through and 
through by theological considerations, they preserve the documentary 
and confessional character which their oldest component parts already 
possessed. The same holds true for the prophetic writings, which 
increasingly display Jahweh’s revelations as bound to time and hour, 
and to quite definite and non-recurring political situations. So one of 
the most important forms Israel adopted in the whole evolution of her 
theological thinking was the assimilation of traditions existing in 
written form, and their combination and interpretation in the light of 
the present day. It would certainly be an over-simplification to try to 
explain this clinging of Israel’s theological thinking to the historical 
events, and her lack of capacity for developing systems, as merely 
persistence in an archaic (“mythical” or “pre-logical”) level of thought. 
After an archaic era Israel too became alive to the ordering powers of 
reason (ratio); but she employed this faculty—once it came of age— 
along quite different lines from the Greeks, namely, in ever-renewed 
reflexion upon the meaning of historical events, reflexion which of 
course always appears only in the guise of ad hoc interpretations. The 
question of the objective value or the limitations of such a way of 
thinking, where the apprehension of the world, and also of God, was 
so one-sidedly historical, admits, like all questions as to the justification 
or value of primitive phenomena, of no answer. At all events, this 
“boundless quest” of the meaning of her history^® made Israel capable 
of a mental achievement which, alone in the world and quite in¬ 
comparably, carries with it its own justification, stature, and law. 

In connexion with this law, however, it is possible to enter into 
greater detail. For, given the absence of all construction of systems 
that we have just mentioned, it might appear as if Israel merely traced 
K. LowiA, M eaning in H istory, Chicago 1949. p. 4. 
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the course of events in history, and was satisfied with a superficial 
stringing together and piling up of the documents and literary com¬ 
plexes. But the reverse is the case: for once one has recognised the 
immense diversity from which the great histories are composed, like 
mosaics, one is amazed rather at the inner unity and the intellectual 
compactness of the resulting picture of the history. This unity is cer¬ 
tainly not a final chance result, but is the outcome of a strong tendency 
towards unification which dominates the whole process of the growth 
of a work like the Hexateuch. What a number of old, detached tribal 
or local traditions, previously quite restricted in range and currency, 
were incorporated in the Hexateuch or the Deuteronomistic history; 
but now they are all related to “Israel/’^® In the process the old dis¬ 
associated traditions have been given a reference and interpretation 
which in most cases was foreign to their original meaning. The pre- 
requisite-by no means self-evident-for the incorporation of these 
“detached” traditions into the great picture of the history was that all 
of them, even the most obscure and paltry ones of a small clan, were 
concerned with all Israel, and therefore belonged to all Israel. Israel 
was ready to see herself embodied in the most out-of-the-way tradi¬ 
tions of one of her component parts, and to include and absorb the 
experience there recorded in the great picture of the history of Israel. 
Here at last we come upon one unifying principle towards which 
Israel’s theological &inking strove, and with reference to which it 
ordered its material and thought; this was “Israel,” the people of God, 
which always acts as a unit, and with which God always deals as a unit. 
The Deuteronomistic historiographer-in presenting, for example, 
the period of the Judges-works with an idea of Israel which is so 
schematic and general that the extremely complex actual historical 
reality has almost entirely disappeared behind it. In the Hexateuch, 
too, the unification of the vast traditional material by means of the idea 
of an Israel which everywhere appears as a fixed entity is very thoroughly 
carried through. Only, the reader is not aware of the tremendous pro¬ 
cess of unification lying behind the picture given in the source docu¬ 
ments. It is important to bear in mind from the outset that this Israel, of 
which the Old Testament presentations of the history have so much to 
say, is the object of faith, and the object of a history constmeted by faith. 

The singularly complex form which the great historical groups of 
tradition (the Hexateuch and the Deuteronomistic history) have, is the 

Noth. Pentateuch, p. 46. 
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result of Israel’s thinking about herself, a process which was constantly 
operative in the history. Each generation was faced with the ever- 
identical yet ever-new task of understanding itself as Israel. In a certain 
sense, every generation hadfirst to become Israel. Of course, as a rule the 
sons were able to recognise themselves in the picture handed on to 
them by the fathers. But still this did not exempt each generation from 
the task of comprehending itself in faith as the Israel of its own day, 
and from coming before Jahweh as this Israel. However, in this pro¬ 
cess of actualisation the tradition here and there had to be reshaped. 
Theological demands altered-thus, for example, the Elohist’s idea of 
the saving history was brought in alongside the earlier one of the 
Jahwist. Later ages wanted to understand the theological meaning of 
more extensive ranges in the history. To satisfy their needs the Deutero¬ 
nomistic school in the Exile wove into the older complexes its own 
interpretative interpolations which serve as a framework, and so on. 
In this way the capital of tradition slowly mounted up-new parts 
were added, old parts were interpreted. Alongside older versions were 
ranged more recent doublets. No generation produced a perfectly 
independent and finished historical work-each continued to work upon 
what had been handed down to it, theElohist working upon the Jahwist, 
the Deuteronomist upon copious older material, while the Chronicler 
in turn built further upon the foundation of the Deuteronomist.^^ 

Over this slow mounting-up of tradition to greater and greater 
abundance a law of theological dialectic seems to have presided, a 
dimly or clearly felt need to hold the transmitted material in suspen¬ 
sion, and to correct it by means of accounts expressed in a strangely 
contradictory fashion. Thus, the later creation story is not set alongside 

The same thing occurred in the formation of the New Testament. “The trans¬ 
mission of relatively probable facts does not as such in the least establish historical 
communication or continuity.... Only in this way can the fact be understood that 
[early Christianity] did not compose the Gospels primarily as reports and that her own 
kerygma practically overgrew and covered the picture of the historical Jesus.... The 
community did not just absent-mindedly or foolishly amalgamate its own message 
with that of its Lord, or even refer the former to the latter.,.. In acting as it does, the 
community attests past history (Geschidite) as alive and present. It interprets what had 
become even for itself history {Historie) in the light of its own experience, and to do 
this it uses the medium of its preaching. ,,. For history (Historie) does not become 
historically (geschichtlich) important through tradition as such, but through interpreta¬ 
tion: not through the simple assertion of facts as such, but through the understanding 
of events of the past which have become objective and lifeless in the form of &cts” 
(E. Kasemann, “Das Problem des historischen Jesus,” in Z.T^.K, 1954, pp. lapf.). 
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the older merely as “supplementing ’’ it; and the account of the nations 
in Gen. xi and the priestly table of the nations (Gen. x) are also in direct 
opposition. The same holds true for the older and the later (Deuterono- 
mistic) presentations of the rise of the monarchy (i Sam. Viii-xii). 
According to ii Sam. xxiv,it was Jahweh who instigated the census, 
but according to i Chron. xxi, it was Satan. Where does Jahweh dwell? 
In the so-called speech at the dedication of the Temple Solomon says 
that he is present in the darkness of the Holy of Holies (i Kings vm. 12). 
A few verses later (vs. 27 ) the Deuteronomist makes the King say that 
all the heavens cannot contain him. Jeremiah regards the wilderness 
days as the time when Israel’s relationship with Jahweh was at its purest 
(Jer. ii. 2 fF.), but the tradition was interpreted in a completely different 
way by Ezekiel: even as early as that time Israel’s only response to 
Jahweh’s self-revelation was disobedience (Ezek. xx). In Ps. li, after 
sacrifice has been depreciated following a deep spiritualising of religion, 
a later addition (vs. 20 ) insists that sacrifices should be offered and turns 
the reference of the prayer away from anything spiritual and on to 
Zion and its restoration. A similar tension exists between Job’s despair¬ 
ing speeches in the dialogues, which are later, and those in the frame¬ 
work, where his piety affords him perfect security. Examples of such 
extreme contradictions in the formation of the tradition can be multi¬ 
plied at will-none is deeper than the gulf which the pre-exilic pro¬ 
phets tore open with their startling interpretation of Israel’s historical 
and legal traditions. 

It should now have become clearer that a theology of the Old 
Testament cannot confine itself to a presentation of the world of 
thought without going on to include the world of history, for the 
latter was of course the interest of Israel’s whole theological activity. 
The decisive events in this history were of course themselves an object 
of the faith of Israel, and likewise its whole presentation was a work of 
her faith. But over and above this, the way of dealing with the difficult 
problem of the proper unfolding of Israel’s witness is now laid down. 
If we cannot divorce Israel’s theological world of thought from her 
world of history, because the picture of the latter was itself a compli¬ 
cated work of her faith, this at the same time means that we must also 
submit ourselves to the sequence of events as the faith of Israel saw 
them. In particular, in tracing the different confessional material, 
we must beware of striving to reconstruct links between ideas, and 
systematic combinations, where Israel herself never saw or distinguished 


such things. We should exclude from the start what is most charac¬ 
teristic of Israel’s theological activity if we refused to take seriously the 
sequence and the inner connexion of the world of history as Israel 
herself arranged them for her own purposes. This unquestionably 
raises great difficulties for our Western way of theological thinking. 
And in the presentation which follows we shall probably not succeed, 
either, in exactly re-enacting the theological thinking of Israel: wc 
cannot-without ourselves becoming obscure-to a similar degree 
sacrifice to the requirements of systematics the concentration upon 
what was believed, interpreted, and preserved by means of history. 
But it would be fatal to our understanding of Israel’s witness if we were 
to arrange it from the outset on the basis of theological categories 
which, though current among ourselves, have absolutely nothing to 
do with those on whose basis Israel herself allowed her theological 
thinking to be ordered. Thus, re-telling remains the most legitimate 
form of theological discourse on the Old Testament. Even the author 
of Acts makes Stephen and Paul rehearse the history of the people of 
God (Acts VII.2 fF., XIII. 17). Eor the literary character of these historical 
summaries, see E. Stauffer.^® 

3 . THE OLDEST PICTURES OF THE SAVING HISTORY 

Even the earliest avowals to Jahweh were historically determined, that 
is, they connect the name of this God with some statement about an 
action in history. Jahweh, “who brought Israel out of Egypt,” is 
probably the earliest and at the same time the most widely used of 
these confessional formulae.^® Others are such as designate Jahweh as 
the one who called the patriarchs and promised them the land, etc. 
Alongside these brief formulae, which are content with a minimum of 
historical subject-matter- a s a species they are generally cultic invoca- 
tions-there were very certainly soon ranged confessional summaries 
of the saving history, covering by now a fairly extensive span of the 
divine action in history.®® Among these the most important is 

E. Stauffer, The Theology of the New Testament, trans. John Marsh, London 1955 , 
pp. 239fF., 32ifF. 

The content of the old confessional formulae and the problem of their connexion 
is dealt with by Noth, Pentateuch, pp. 48ff. 

20 In no circumstances are these historical summaries to be judged as later than those 
short historical epicleses, as for example in the sense of an organic development as 
their subsequent combination, for both are very d&rent in respect of species and each 
could have its life in its own place contemporaneously. 
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the Credo in Dcut. xxvi. 5-9, which bears all the marks of great 
antiquity: 

“A wandering Aramean was my father; he went down with a few 
people into Egypt and there he became a nation, great, mighty, and 
populous. But the Egyptians treated us harshly, they afflicted us, and 
laid hard toil upon us. Then we cried to Jahweh, the God of our fathers, 
and Jahweh heard us, and saw our affliction, our toil, and oppression. 
And Jahweh brought us out of Egypt with a mighty hand and an out¬ 
stretched arm, with great terror, with signs and wonders, and brought 
us to this place and gave us this land, a land flowing with milk and 
honey.” 

These words are not, of course, a prayer-there is no invocation or 
petition—they are out and out a confession of faith. They recapitulate 
the main events in the saving history from the time of the patriarchs 
(by the Aramean, Jacob is meant) down to the conquest, and they do 
this with close concentration on the obiective historical facts. As in the 
Apostles’ Creed, there is no reference at all to promulgated revelations, 
promises, or teaching, and still less any consideration of the attitude 
which Israel on her side took towards this history with God. The exalted 
mood which lies behind this recitation is merely that of a disciplined 
celebration of the divine acts, and in the process a note was struck 
which henceforward was to remain the predominant one in Israel’s 
religious life. Israel was always better at glorifying and extolling God 
than at theological reflexion. In spite of being cast in the form of 
words spoken by God, the retrospect of the history given in Josh. 

The question of the age of this Credo in ancient Israel’s life is fairly unimportant 
for us here. Noth emphasises the original cultic independence of the various themes 
out of which it is composed (deliverance from Egypt, the promise to the patriarchs, 
guidu.nce in the wilderness, etc.), Pentateuch^ pp. 48 ff. The literary material seems to 
justify him, for in the majority of cases the “themes” seem to be independent. Never¬ 
theless these single themes themselves always presuppose an idea of the whole. 
Guidance in the wilderness cannot be thought of apart from the deliverance from 
Egypt and vice versa. Again, the promise to the patriarchs, after it passed over from the 
cultic communities of the people belonging to Abraham and Jacob to Israel, was 
immediately referred to the deliverance from Egypt, etc. At the same time, regarding 
the patriarchal tradition, there is much to be said for the assumption that the Credo 
itself presupposes the combination of an originally independent set of traditions with 
the central Exodus tradition. Even afterwards the two traditions, of the Exodus and 
of the patriarchs, are found side by side in marked independence, and clearly dis¬ 
criminated in references to them. K. Galling, Die Erwahlungstraditiomn Israels, Bei. 
Z.A.W. No. 48 , Giessen 1928 . 
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XXIV.2fF. is closely allied to Dcut. xxvi. 5fF. Admittedly, it goes into 
considerably greater detail in the presentation of the saving history; but 
the two are alike in confining themselves to the objective facts. And, 
in particular, in Joshua too the starting-point is the period of the 
patriarchs, while the end-point is Israel’s entry into the promised land. 
Some of the psalms make it perfectly clear that, originally, this span of 
time, and this alone, was regarded as the time of the saving history 
proper. Psalm cxxxvi is certainly a much later litany, but apart from 
the fact that it starts with the creation, it keeps to the same canonical 
pattern of the saving history. The same is true of Psalm cv, which also 
is certainly not old. Psalm Lxxvni does indeed go beyond the conquest 
-down into the period of the monarchy. But just in so doing it serves 
as a proof of our thesis. While it is able to depict Israel’s early period 
down to the conquest with a real wealth of concrete historical data 
(vss. 12-55), its presentation after vs. 56 — ^that is, exactly at the point 
where the canonical pattern of the saving history leaves it in the lurch— 
is jejune and slight. (Still, it does mention the loss of Shiloh and the 
election of David and Zion.) Even stranger is the disproportion in the 
picture of the saving history in Judith v. 6fF. Its picture of the conquest 
takes up ten verses, but for the whole period from then down to 586 
the narrator can only report trite generalities concerning constant 
apostasy. He jumps a span of more than 600 years in two verses ! These 
historical summaries in hymn form are still thoroughly confessional 
in kind. They are not products of a national or even a secular view of 
history, but clearly take their stand on that old canonical picture of the 
saving history, the pattern of which was fixed long ago for all time .28 
They are of course no longer confessions in the strict sense of Deut. 
XXVI. Concentration on the facts alone has been abandoned. A tendency 
towards epic elaboration, and also towards reflexion, is apparent: 
more than anything else, contrasting with the chain of the divine 
saving acts, the infidelity and disobedience of Israel now increasingly 
become objects of importance in the presentation. If we imagine a 
considerably greater advance still in this process of connecting a narra¬ 
tive to the old pattern and widening its theological range by means of 
all kinds of traditional material, then we find ourselves face to face 
with the work of the Jahwist or the Elohist. Starting as the latter does 

On the reappearance of the saving history in the Psalms cf. A. lauha, “Die 
Geschichtsmotive in den alttestamentlichen Psalmen,” in Anuales Academiae Scien- 
tiarum Fennicae, Helsinki 1945 . 
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only with the history of the patriarchs (Gen. xv), he conies closer to 
the old canonical pattern of salvation. But both with the Jahwist and 
the Priestly Document too, their allegiance to, and indeed their rooted¬ 
ness in, the old confessional tradition is beyond doubt. Once this 
process of giving a narrative connexion to the old plan and widening 
its scope was given free play, it is no wonder that the plan was also 
supplemented by theological traditions originally alien to it. The most 
important of these additions, of which not even a hint is to be found 
in the old transmitted pattern, is the prefixing to it of an account of the 
creation and the primeval history, and the insertion of the Sinai peri- 
cope, which as a block of tradition has a completely different deriva¬ 
tion.^® As far as form goes, this expansion of the ancient Credo by the 
Jahwist and the Elohist led to the creation of an extremely involved 
and highly detailed presentation of the history. Finally, the subsequent 
combination of the three great works J, E, and P produced a literary 
structure of the history, whose disproportions can only cause astonish¬ 
ment to anyone who looks for an artistic harmony and an inner balanc¬ 
ing of these tremendous masses of material. There is in fact much to be 
learned from a comparison of how the story of Jacob or Moses is 
presented with that of the Homeric Odysseus, for in both cases the 
pictures are due to the coalescence of originally independent traditions. 
The main difference lies in the fact that in the rendering of her story 
Israel handled the old material much less freely than the Greeks. A 
later age could not venture to recast the old legends in respect of theme 
and thought and to combine them so as to give rise to what was in 
fact a new history complete in itself. They were bound in a much 
more conservative way to what had come down to them, and especially 
to the forms in which they had received it-that is, they handled it 
much more as if it were a document. The result of this for the theo¬ 
logical elaboration of the old traditions upon which J, E, and P were 
indeed intensively engaged, was a completely different form of 
theological handling of the tradition. If the possibility of bringing the 
several traditions into inner unity with one another, and of balancing 
them as they were amalgamated, was ruled out, it was nevertheless 
still possible to insert expressly directive passages at important nodal 
points in the events. And this possibility was in fact used again and 

The free variations on the old Credo do not mention the events at Sinai either. 
The first mention is in Neh. ix. 6ff. This was then the Cst place where the picture 
which J and E expanded made an impression. 
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again.^* But the chief method employed in the theological unfolding 
of the tradition was a different one still: it was much more indirect, 
for it consisted in the way in which separate pieces of material were 
connected. The lay-out of the primeval history, the story of Abraham, 
the relationship of the period of the patriarchs to that of Joshua, etc., is 
arranged in such a way that quite dcfmite theological tensions, which 
the great collector intended, arise out of the sequence of the material 
itself. This indirect theological way of speaking through the medium 
of the traditional material and its arrangement makes clear once more 
that remarkable preponderance of the matter-of-fact historical over the 
theological ‘which is so characteristic of the witness of Israel. Even in its 
final form, the Hexateuch retained a confessional stamp, though not 
in that restrained form of celebrating the divine deeds and them 
alone which is found in the old Credo; for as well as dealing with 
them, this historical work also deals with the institution of offices and 
rites, and with men standing up to the test, and still more with failure 
and rebellion. If we say a confessional stamp, this means that the later 
Israel saw in the historical witness of the Hexateuch something that 
was typical for the people of God, and that what was there related 
remained of immediate concern for every subsequent generation, 
because of a latent contemporaneousness in it. 

Meanwhile, however, something of decisive importance for the 
faith of Israel had come about. As early as the time when the theo¬ 
logical elaboration of the old Credo was still at its beginnings, Jahweh 
had further deaSngs with Israel. The history with God did not come to 
a standstill. Jahweh had raised up charismatic military leaders to protect 
Israel, he had chosen Zion and established the throne of David for all 
time, Israel had become disobedient, and so he had sent prophets, and 
finally he repudiated Israel in the twofold judgments of 722 and 587 . 
The realisation that with David something new began had certainly 
come to life fairly soon in Israel. This is without any doubt itself the 
background of the great narrative complex describing “David’s rise to 
power” and in particular of the Succession Document, which are so 

Gen. XII. r-g, for instance, is such a unit in the story of Abraham lying outwith 
the saga material handed on. The prologue to the Flood in the primeval history ofj 
(Gen. VI. 5-8) is to be judged in the same way. In the realm of the story of Jacob the 
prayer in Gen. xxxii.iofF, [gff.] would call for mention, and in that of the Deuter- 
onomistic histories the freely composed discourses in Josh. xxni;iSam. xii;i Kings 
WI. 



126 


THEOLOGY OF ISRAEL'S TRADITIONS 


METHODOLOGICAL PRESUPPOSITIONS 


important theologically.^® But Israel did not arrive at a clear con¬ 
sciousness of this new epoch in her history with Jahweh as a whole 
until it had, in such a fearful way, already come to its end in the exile. 
Then, with the help of a great mass of already available historical 
material, the great theological history which we call the Deutero- 
nomist’s came into being. It carried the thread of the history with 
God down from the conquest to the catastrophe of the exile, and pre¬ 
sented and interpreted this period up to Israel’s final shipwreck from 
quite definite and very individual theological points of view. The 
second stage in Israel’s history with Jahweh was clearly not simply 
conceived of as the unilinear prolongation of the first; from the theo¬ 
logical point of view, it ran its course under essentially diflferent 
presuppositions. As concerns the good gifts of salvation promised by 
Jahweh, it does not go beyond the old one-the good gift of the land 
was always the ultimate for Israel, which nothing could surpass and 
which could only be won or forfeited. But this era stands rather under 
the sign of the law ofjudgment, and accordingly the question as to how 
Israel stood up to the test thrusts itself more and more into the fore¬ 
ground : indeed it becomes decisive for Israel for life and death before 
Jahweh. And the sum-total of this Deuteronomistic historical work is 
that Israel, possessed as she already was of all the good gifts of salvation, 
chose death. It is to be noticed that the decision about this termination 
of her monarchical period was thus in the Dcuteronomist put in the 
hands of Israel. In the “canonical” saving history, from the patriarchs 
down to the entry into Canaan, it was Jahweh who made the truth of 
the promise good in face of all the failure of Israel; and he did not let 
any part of his great plan in history, least of all the final part, be taken 
out of his own hands. But in the Dcuteronomist’s history Jahweh 
allowed Israel to make the decision. 

The exile was a period devoid of saving history. The Deuterono¬ 
mistic historical work gave an authoritative-interpretation of the riddle 
of the standstill in the divine history with Israel: the catastrophes were 
the well-merited judgment upon the continued apostasy to the Canaan- 
ite cult of Baal. At the time, who could know whether this judgment 
was final or only temporary? In keeping with Israel’s whole religious 
attitude, this question could in fact be answered only by Jahweh’s 
beginning to act anew in history. As it happened, about 550, through 

For the history of David’s rise to power see Noth, Uberl.Studietiyp, 61 . For the 
history of the succession to David see L. Rost, Thror$nachfoIget pp. 82fF. 


127 

Cyrus, history began to move very mightily in the immediate sur¬ 
roundings of the exiles. But at this point Israel’s witness parts company 
with itself. After Babylon had fallen, and the worshio in the Temple 
had been reconstitutedin Jerusalem, and later, when even a large section 
of the exiles had returned home, Israel could only sec in these events a 
fresh act of grace; and, as the historical summaries in Neh. ix.dfF. and 
Judith V. sfF. show, she carried the thread of history with God which 
had been so abruptly snapped, down with praise and thanksgiving into 
the present time. This theological link with the pre-exilic history 
with God is established by means of elaborate argumentation, especially 
in the Chronicler’s history, the main concern of which is to legitimate 
the cultic restoration in the post-exilic period on the basis of a legacy 
of David’s which had not been brought into e|Fect until this time. But 
the prophets Jeremiah, Ezekiel, Zechariah, and, more than anyone 
else, Deutero-Isaiah, placed a very different interpretation upon the 
breaking-off of the history with God up to then. The tenor of their 
message is this: the old is done away with; now Jahweh will bring 
about something completely new, a new Exodus, a new covenant, a 
new Moses. Israel’s old confession of faith is present now only as 
something which is done away with, since Jahweh is about to act along 
the lines of his earlier saving acts in an even more splendid way. 26 
Now this sequence given by the great pictures of the- history, 
with their very different conceptions of the progress of the saving 
history, prescribes the way in which we too have to unfold the witness 
of the Old Testament. What other starting-point can we take than the 
colossal theological structure which Israel raised on the foundation of 
her oldest confession of Jahweh? We have therefore first to attempt to 
sketch the basic traits of a theology of the Hexateuch. This must be 
followed by a description of the new experience which Israel gained 
on her journey from the conquest to the disasters at the end of the period 
of the monarchy; for a description of the outcome of this second phase 
of the history with God was, of course, the task which the Deutero¬ 
nomistic writer imposed on himself. Following on that, we shall 
finally have to deal with the great interpretation which Israel later 
drew up in the Chronicler’s history of the final phase of her history 
with God, the period from David to Nehemiah. Then, in a second 
part, we will have to speak about the situation in which Israel felt 
herself to be placed as a result of this revelation and of God’s activity in 
Especially Is. xliii. 16-20; Jer. xxi. 3 ifF., and also Hos. n . i6ff. 
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history, and about her praises, her justice, her trials, and her wisdom. 
What was distinctive in the response which Israel made to the revela¬ 
tion of Jahweh will therefore be dealt with there. 

The most accurate test of the starting-point and arrangement of a 
theology of the Old Testament is, however, the phenomenon of 
prophecy. At what point has it to be dealt with, and in what connexion? 
If we are resolved on giving a systematic and connected presentation of 
the religious ideas, then we shall have occasion to speak about prophecy 
throughout—in dealing with the holiness of Jahweh, the beliefs about 
creation, the idea of the covenant, etc. But in so doing would we do 
justice to its message? We should also, however, do it an injustice if we 
reserved treatment of it for a special section dealing with Israel’s 
thought about her own and the nations’ future.^*^ This is not the way 
to bring the message of the prophets into organic connexion with the 
religious ideas of Israel. However overpoweringly diverse it may be, 
it nevertheless has its starting-point in the conviction that Israel’s 
previous history with Jahweh has come to an end, and that he will start 
something new with her. The prophets seek to convince their con¬ 
temporaries that for them the hitherto existing saving ordinances have 
lost their worth, and that, if Israel is to be saved, she must move in 
faith into a new saving activity of Jahweh, one which is only to come 
in the future. But this conviction of theirs, that what has existed till 
now is broken off, places them basically outside the saving history as it 
had been understood up to then by Israel. The prophets’ message had 
its centre and its bewildering dynamic effect in the fact that it smashed 
in pieces Israel’s existence with God up to the present, and rang up the 
curtain of history for a new action on his part with her. So prophecy 
needs separate treatment in a theology of the Old Testament. 

So for example E. Jacob in his Theology 0 f t h 6 Old Testament, London 1958. 


Chapter B 


THE THEOLOGY OF THE HEXATEUCH 

THE TIME-DIVISION OF THE CANONICAL SAVING HISTORY 
BY MEANS OF THE COVENANT THEOLOGY 

T he old Credo in Deut. xxvi.5fF., and the other historical 
summaries as well, ranged the various data alongside one 
another without differentiation-no attempt at all was made to 
mark off certain highlights or decisive moments. However, as this 
simple and compact picture of the history was elaborated by means of 
complexes of tradition which were so very different from one another 
and of such diverse theological importance, it became essential to 
organise this history in some way, to divide it into periods. Focal 
points in the divine action now stand out in relief from parts of the 
history that are more epic in character, and as a result of the division 
perfectly definite relationships between the various epochs, of which 
the old summaries as yet gave no hint, are now clear. The most striking 
decisive moments of this kind are the making of covenants by Jahweh. 

Our word “covenant” is only a makeshift rendering of the Hebrew 
word.l For it may designate the agreement itself, that is, its ceremonial, 
but it may also designate the relationship of communion between two 
partners inaugurated on its basis. great advance was made when 
Begrich showed that the “covenant” is to be understood as a relation¬ 
ship between two parties of unequal status. In no sense, then, is a rela¬ 
tionship of parity as between the partners always presupposed* The 
“covenant” is often an agreement imposed by a superior on an inferior 
(Josh. IX. 6 ff.; I Kings XX. 34; I Sam. xi. ifF.)* ‘Complete freedom of 
action, and therefore the freedom to decide, that is, to take the oath or 
not, is in this case possessed only by the superior-the lesser partner 
is simply a recipient. This arrangement is to be understood on the 
assumption that the recipient will certainly not act against his own 
interest, for by rejecting the covenant he would only exchange a 

Tor what follows cf. J . Begrich, “Berit,” in Z,A, W,, 1944, pp. liff.; W. Staerk, 
“Bibelwissenschaftliches,” in Theologische Blatter, 1917, pp. 295£; G. Quell, in 
Th,lVS,N,T,, VOL. II, pp. io6fF.; A. Jepsen, "Berith, in VerbannimgimdHeimkehr,” 
in FestschriftfiirW. Rudolph, ed. A. Kuschke, Tubingeni96i, pp. i6iff 
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protection which was to his advantage for an extremely hazardous legal 
insecurity. In other cases the partners enter into the arrangement of 
their own free will and on equal footing (Gen. xxi. 27 , 32 , xxxi. 44 ; 

I Sam. XXIII. 8; 11 Sam. v. 3)*^ The covenant is therefore a legal relation¬ 
ship, and comprises the firmest guarantee of a relationship of human 
communion. In consequence, it was entered upon to the accompani¬ 
ment of solemn ceremonies, invocation of the deity, a sacral meal, the 
calling down of curses upon oneself, etc. (cf. Gen. xxv 1. 30,XXXI. 
46 , 54 ; for the special ritual cf. Jcr. xxxiv. 18 and Gen. xv. pff.). The 
relationship guaranteed by a eovenant is eommonly designated by the 
word (Gen. xxv I. 3 ofF. ; I Kings v. 26 [v. 12]; Is. LIV. io;Job v. 

23), for which our word peace can only be regarded as an inadequate 
equivalent.^ For designates the unimpairedness, the wholeness, of 
a relationship of communion, and so a state of harmonious equili¬ 
brium, the balancing of all claims and needs between two parties. Thus, 
the making of a covenant is intended to secure a state of intactness, 
orderliness, and rightness between two parties,* in order to make 
possible, on the basis of this legal foundation, a relationship in matters 
affecting their common life. At the same time one has to guard against 
assuming that there was anything like a uniform “conception of the 
covenant.” The term nna is a very formal one and leaves room 
in each case for different conceptions. Recently, still another hitherto 
unknown conception of a covenant has come to our notice, according 
to which a more highly-placed third party executes a covenant in 
favour of two other parties. An example of this mediation of a cove¬ 
nant is to be found in the covenant which Jahweh is to make in Israel’s 
favour with the beasts (Hos. 11 . 18). And the references in Josh, xxiv 25 
and II Kings xxiii.3 also presuppose the same idea.^ 

/ In traditions that are pronouncedly ancient, Israel preserved the 
memory that Jahweh had granted her a covenant relationship. Such a 
relationship, established only in virtue of a privilege offered by God, 
completely rules out from the very start, of course, any idea of a natural 

2 A. Jepsen, Nahiy Munich 1934 , pp. i 63 f. 

3 Noth has recently suggested that this is to be understood in the light of the 
salimun, “reconciliation,” “agreement,” which is used in connexion with the making of 
a covenant in the texts from Mari. Ges, Studien, pp. 142-54. 

^ F. Horst, “Recht und Religion im Bereich des Alten Testaments,” in Ev.Th., 
x 95 < 5 , p. 67. 

^ M. Noth, Ges. Studien, pp. 142ff. ; H. W. Wolff, “Jahwe als Bundesvermittler,” 
in Vet. Test., 1956, pp. 316ff. 
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relationship with the deity of the kind expressed in myth^® This memory 
resides, strangely enough, in two complexes of traditions which 
were originally completely separate, namely, those of the covenant 
with the patriarchs and the Sinai tradition. In the Jahwist’s work both 
became culminating points in the presentation of the history. In both 
cases what is in question is manifestly an ancient conception of the cove¬ 
nant: the active part is Jahweh’s alone; the earthly partner, as recipient, 
is passive. Abraham sinks completely into unconsciousness, while 
Jahweh alone performs the rites. The Jahwist’s picture of the making 
of the Sinai covenant (Ex. xxiv. 9-11) is admittedly incomplete (it is 
now closely coupled with the Elohistic version), but the text clearly 
understands the covenant-the word itself does not occur-as a uni¬ 
lateral protective relationship (cf. Ex. xxrv. ii). In the Elohist’s picture 
in Ex. xxrv. 3-8 there is already a difference, since here the human 
partner is vigorously reminded of his duty, and called on to make a 
decision, and only as he declares himself ready to play his part is the 
covenant made, on the basis of a written charter. This does not, of 
course, mean that the granting of the covenant thus depended condi¬ 
tionally upon Israel’s rendering obedience, but it does mean that the 
personal decision of the recipient also was now considered indis¬ 
pensable, and that therefore the question of his standing up to the test 
also necessarily came into the picture. The law became visible along¬ 
side, indeed even within, the very offer of grace itself. Leaving the 
Jahwist’s version of the Sinai covenant out of account-it is too 
truncated for very far-reaching conclusions to be drawn from it— 
throughout the whole of the Old Testament the divine covenant on the 
one hand and the revelation of a will for law on the other are most 
closely co-ordinated.^ In the Deuteronomic theology this connexion 
is so close that the word “covenant*’ has practically become a synonym 
for commandments. The “tables of the covenant” are the tables on 
which the Ten Commandments stand written (Deut. ix. 9,11,15), 
and the “Ark of the Covenant” gets its name from the tables of the 

• Eichrodt, Theologie, VOL. 1 (Eng. trans.), pp. 42f. 

^ All the same, it is questionable if this state of affairs has already to be regarded as a 
depravation of the original conception of the covenant (so Begrich, in Z.A.IV,, 1944, 
PP- 3 , 9 f.)- It looks as if Begrich has made an all too sharp distinction between unilateral 
and bilateral covenants, for even the most primitive covenant cannot well be conceived 
without a determination to agreement imposed on the recipient. We have also to bear 
in mind that the idea of a covenant made by Jahweh must right away have put an 
individual stamp on the complex of concepts. 



THEOLOGY OF THE HEXATEUCII 


133 


132 THEOLOGY 0 F I S R A E L ’ S TRADITIONS 

commandments which were deposited in it (Num. x. 33; Dent. x. 8; 
Josh. Ml. 3, etc.). 

This fairly considerable literary evidence for a covenant made be¬ 
tween Jahweh and Israel leads automatically to the question of the 
covenant’s place and significance in Israel’s sacral life, for it is from the 
very beginning quite unlikely that the conception is a pure matter of 
literary tradition. In actual fact, there is now no doubt that the place of 
the “theological” conception of the covenant in Israel’s cultic life was 
certain solemn ceremonies which must have constituted the climaxes 
of the religious life. 

Important material has recently come to light from a quarter where 
it had least of all been looked for. Comparison of ancient Near Eastern 
treaties, especially those made by the Hittites in the fourteenth and 
thirteenth centuries b.c., with passages in the Old Testament has re¬ 
vealed so many things in common between the two, particularly in 
the matter of the form, that there must be some connexion between 
these suzerainty treaties and the exposition of the details of Jahweh’s 
covenant with Israel given in certain passages in the Old Testament. 
As a result, with particular passages and groups of passages, we may 
speak of a “covenantal formulation,” in which the various formal 
elements found in the treaties recur feature for feature, though some¬ 
times freely adapted to suit the conditions obtaining in Israel (J. Muilen- 
burg, K.Baltzer).® The schema of the treaties consists of (i) the preamble, 
(2) the historical prologue (in which investment with a land often has a 
part to play), ( 3 ) the basic stipulation, ( 4 ) particular conditions, (5) 
invocation of the gods as witnesses, (6) the curses and blessings formula 
(very much altered in the corresponding clauses in the Old Testament). 
This covenantal formula, of the build-up of which a good example is 
Josh. XXIV,must have had its part to play in Israel’s national cultic life 
even before the exile. Were the covenant’s bases disturbed by some 
contingency, it had to be renewed (Neh. ix; Ezra ix£). The same 
schema is to be found in iSam. xii;Josh. xxiii; 1 Chron. xxli-xxix, 
where it is adapted to the situation of an office being handed over. 

® G. E. Mendenhall, Law and Covenant in Israel and the Ancient Near East, Pittsburgh 
1955; K. BaltzeVy Das Bundesformulary sein Ursprungund seine Verwendungim Alte- 
Testament, Neukirchen i960); W. Beyerlin, Herkunftimd Geschichte der dltesten Sinuin 
traditionenyT\jhmgcnig 6 i, pp. 6off.; J. Muilenburg, “The Form and Structure of the 
Covenantal Formulations,” in Vet. Test, ix (1959), pp. 347ff.; W. Zimmerli,“Das 
Gesetz im Alten Testament” in Th. L.Z. i960,cols.48iff. (especially 492ff.). 


Even if there are still many questions of detail to be answered, there is 
at least no doubt that the two kinds of material arc related to one 
another (the relationship in respect of form can be traced down into 
text of post-apostolic times). Here of course Israel took over. But when 
we remember the age of some of the relevant Old Testament material, 
we have to reckon that she became acquainted with this treaty schema 
very early on, perhaps even as soon as the time of the Judges. As to the 
question whether in the Decalogue apodictic formulation is derived 
from certain formulations in the imperative in the “basic stipulation,” 
there is difference of opinion. Also, the question of the application of 
the term nnn in the sacral literature of the pre-exilic period is still 
rather obscure. 

Thus, what used to be called the “history of the conception of the 
covenant” has now turned out to be very involved. There are so many 
possible ways of taking the term and even the “theological” 

conception of the covenant was often re-interpreted in the course of 
the history. Thus, using only the word n***lll itself, that is, 
employing the method of investigation of terminology, it becomes 
more and more difficult to write a history of all the ideas which now 
and then may ‘have made use of it. 

Coming back from the question of the covenant’s Sitz im Leben in the 
cult to the picture of the history given in the sources in the Pentateuch, 
is at once apparent that the two covenants which Jahweh made, the 
one with Abraham and the other on Sinai with Moses, are what lay 
down the lines of the whole work of JE. In it, contrary to what is 
normal in matters cultic, everytliing is attuned to events that are unique, 
and occur at the very beginning. The covenant with Abraham and the 
covenant with Moses are now connected with one another and with 
the whole course of the saving history from Genesis to Joshua^ 

The most prominent item in the covenant with the patriarchs 
was the promise of the land, and this promise was given at the time 
to the small group of worshippers of the ancestral God.^ But to appreci¬ 
ate the colossal journey which this element in the tradition already 
bad behind it, and the changes it had undergone, by the time of 
its incorporation into the Jahwist, we have to remember that in the 
old promise to the ancestors, the promise of a land was certainly 
originally made with reference to an imminent realisation, that is 
with reference to the settling-down of these pre-Mosaic semi-nomads 

®Gen. XV. 18 . Alr,K. 5 ., vol. i, pp. 66 f. 

0.T.T.-6 
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who ranged on the borders of the arable land. It is easy to see that in 
this, the oldest understanding of it, the promise to the patriarchs was 
not as yet thought of in terms of a fresh departure from the land and 
of a much later return, that is, the fmal one under Joshua. But now, 
this is precisely the most conspicuous binding factor not only in the 
work JE, but also in the Hexateuch in its fmal form-this colossal arch 
spanning the time from the promise of a land in the ancient promise 
to the ancestors to the fulfrlment of the same promise in the days of 
Joshua. Still another change in the meaning of the old promise was due 
to the fact that, while it was originally only valid for the little group of 
worshippers of the ancestral God, it was now referred to the whole of. 
Israel and her conquest of the land. This procedure has a great deal/ 
to tell us about the strange bleeding of conservatism and freedom in the 
transmission of old traditions., (^'he old promise of a land had of course 
already been fulfilled-at the time of the settlement of Israel’s pre- 
Mosaic ancestors in the arable land. But for later ages this promise was 
all of a sudden charged with a completely new content-the promise 
to the twelve tribes of the possession of the land : and in this new 
interpretation it became the promise that pervades ^he whole of the 
Hexateuch.} 

With regard to the covenant theology, the Priestly Document is 
constructed in a somewhat different way, and on that account contri¬ 
butes to the Hexateuch certain characteristic emphases over and above 
what has already been mentioned. It knew of two covenants, the 
covenant with Noah and that with Abraham (Gen . IX. ifF. , XVII. IfF.). 
P’s idea of the covenant has no connexion at all with law-the content 
is an unconditional bestowal of salvation by Jahwch.^® In the case of 
the covenant with Noah, Jahweh himself establishes the sign: in the 
covenant with Abraham, it is the recipient who is obliged to establish 
the sign, to appropriate the divine offer of salvation in confessional 
form, that is in the performance of circumcision (^In content the 
covenant with Abraham is much more extensive : it contains three 
promises: (i) Abraham to become a people; (2) a new relationship 
to God (“I will be your God”); and ( 3 ) the possession of the land. In 
the stories in JE about the patriarchs the promise that they will become 

The original idea of a covenant comes directly to expression in the phraseology of 
the Priestly Document: God “establishes the covenant” (cj'pn), he “grants it” (p). 
Gen. VI. 18 , IX. g, Ilf., 17 , XVII. 2 , 7 , 19, 21 and frequently. God speaks of “his” 
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a great nation also plays a large part, but there it was not a specific 
part of the covenant with Abraham. The promise of the exceptional 
relationship to God is peculiar to P. This element is a prelude to the 
revelation at Sinai, for it anticipates the second term of the formula 
of the old Sinai covenant (“you arc to be my people—I will be your 
God”). As it is preserved to us, P says nothing about a covenant at 
Sinai; though, in what is perhaps a secondary passage (Ex. xxxi. 
12-17), the observance of the Sabbath is enjoined as a sign of the 
covenant.We must, therefore, reckon with the possibility that, origin¬ 
ally, P too contained a covenant at Sinai, but that this element dropped 
out (because of Ex. xxiv) when I? was conjoined with JE. 

Thus, in the final state of the Hexateuch, the following^ division of 
the traditional materials into periods emerges. God created the world 
and man. After the destruction of the corrupt human race by the 
Elood, God gave to a new human race laws for its self-preservation, 
and, in the covenant with Noah, guaranteed to it the outward con¬ 
tinuance of the world and its orders. He then called Abraham, and in a 
covenant which he made with him, promised him a great posterity, 
a special relationship to God, and the land of Canaan. The first promise 
was fulfilled in Egypt, when the patriarchs grew into a people; the 
second was fulfilled at Sinai, when with a fresh covenant (JE) Israel 
received the regulations for her community life and her intercourse 
with God; and the third was fulfilled when under Joshua Israel took 
possession of the land of Canaan. Thus, by means of the covenant 
theology, the entire mass of the Hexateuchal traditions was set beneath 
a threefold arch of prophecy and fulfrlment. Initially, there were only 
the patriarchs: they are not yet a people, they have not entered into 
the promised special relationship with God, nor do they possess 
a land. Then, from the patriarchs a people comes into being; but 
it is without the special relationship and the land. And finally, in 
what is perhaps really the most exciting period, Israel, which is entirely 
ordered in one direction only, that is towards Jahweh, moves in stately 
procession through the wilderness towards the last promise, the land 
of Canaan. 


covenant. 
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I. The Primeval History 

L THE PLACE IN THE THEOLOGY OF THE WITNESS 
CONCERNING CREATION 

It has long been recognised that more comprehensive statements 
about the creation of the world by Jahweh are only found in texts of a 
later time. Leaving the Jahwist out of account, since he does not in 
fact treat of the creation of the world at all, we are left in the main 
with Deutero-Isaiah, the Priestly Document, and a few psalms, the 
last of which are admittedly difficult to date, although there is no 
reason to regard them as particularly old. It is of course very doubtful 
whether this really striking state of affairs admits of the simple explana¬ 
tion that before the seventh and sixth centuries Israel never at all 
venerated Jahweh as the creator of the world. In actual fact, it is hard 
to imagine that, in the environment of Canaan, whose religious 
atmosphere was saturated with creation myths, it would not have 
occurred to Israel to connect creation-that is, heaven, earth, the stars, 
the sea, plants, and animals—^with Jahweh. Probably the sole reason for 
the lateness of the emergence of a doctrine of creation was that it 
took Israel a fairly long time to bring the older beliefs which she 
actually already possessed about it into proper theological relationship 
with the tradition which was her very own, that is, with what she 
believed about the saving acts done by Jahweh in history. In the old 
cultic Credo there was nothing about Creation. And Israel only dis¬ 
covered the correct theological relationship of the two when she 
learned to see Creation too as connected theologically with the saving 
history. This was, of course, no light task, and she needed some time 
to accomplish it. Unlike the Canaanites, Israel had no divine sustenance, 
blessing, and protection from an environment that was conceived in 
terms of myth : what had been opened up for her through Jahweh’s 
revelation was the realm of history, and it was in the light of this as 
starting-point that the term creation had first to be defined. Theologic¬ 
ally it was a great achievement that Israel was actually able to make a 
connexion between Creation and the saving history-and not with a 
present conceived in terms of myth. Incidentally, there are also some 
decidedly old passages referring to the belief in Creation which rule 
out the later dating which has for long been usual.^ 

1 Ps. XIX. 2 ff. [iff.]; Gen. XIV. I 9 , 22 ,XXIV. 3; I Kings VIII. 12 (text, emend.). 
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It is true that, because of special historical experiences, Jahwism in 
ancient Israel regarded itself exclusively as a religion of salvation-this 
can be deduced right away from Israel’s oldest confessional formulae. 
But the question of the way in which she connected her beliefs about 
Creation with her historically-based religion is certainly more import¬ 
ant than the historical problem of the origin of those beliefs. It is 
instructive to look at Deutcro-Isaiah, who is commonly regarded, 
along with the Priestly Document, as the chief witness about Creation. 
However, even a quick glance at the passages in question shows that 
the allusions to Jahweh as the creator are far from being the primary 
subject of Deutero-Isaiah’s message. Thus in, for example. Is. XLII.5 
orxLiii.ihe uses, in subordinate clauses, hymiilike descriptions of 
Jahweh such as “he who created the heavens,” “he who created you, 
who formed you,” but only to pass over in the principal clause to a 
soteriological statement “fear not, I redeem thee.” Here, and also in 
Is. XLIV. 24^-28, the allusion to the creator stands in a subordinate 
clause or in apposition-obviously it has a subordinate function in the 
prophet’s message and does not anywhere appear independently: it 
is intended to reinforce confidence in the power of Jahweh and his 
readiness to help. Still, in so speaking, we are not yet expressing the 
heart of the matter. The reason why the allusion to Creation strengthens 
confidence is that Deutero-Isaiah obviously sees a saving event in the 
creation itself. In Is. XLiv. 24, Jahweh represents himself as “the re¬ 
deemer and creator.” It is striking how easily both there and in liv. 5 
articles of faith which are, to our way of thinking, widely separated, 
are placed side by side, and indeed interwoven. Jahweh created the 
world. But he created Israel too.^ in Is. li. pf., the two creative works 
are almost made to coincide. The prophet apostrophises the creation 
of the world, but at the same time he speaks of Israel’s redemption 
from Egypt. For hardly has he spoken about the driving back of the 
waters, in the language of the mythical struggle with the dragon of 
Chaos, than he jumps to the miracle at the Red Sea where Jahweh 
again held the waters back “for the redeemed to pass through.” Here 
creation and redemption almost coincide, and can almost be looked 
on as one act of dramatic divine saving action in the picture of the 

2 G. von Rad, Dostheologische Problem des aittestamentlichen Schdpfungsglaubens, 
Bei.Z.AIT., No. 66, 1936 , pp. i38fF., reprinted in Ges. Studieriypp. i36fF.;R. Rend- 
torfF, “Die theologische Stellung des Schopfungsglaubeiis bei Deuterojesaja,” in Z. 
Th. K., 1954, pp. 3 ff. 
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Struggle with the dragon of Chaos. The situation is just the same in 
P s . Lxxvii. lyff. [i6fEi], pssage which, because of its poetical form 
(threc-mcmbered verses, tautological parallelism), seems to be par¬ 
ticularly old. The theological derivation of Jahweh’s power over his¬ 
tory from his authority as Creator is however a comparatively late 
idea (Jer. xxvii. 4ff.; Is. XLV. I 2 £).^ 

But this soteriological understanding of Creation is not by any 
means a peculiarity confined to Deutero-Isaiah. The purpose of Ps. 
Lxxxix, for example, is to celebrate “Jahweh’s acts of grace” (non 
mn"). No doubt, what is chiefly meant is the covenant with David, 
the establishment of the Messianic kingdom. But a quite considerable 
passage coming in the middle of it deals with various acts of creation, 
and these too are obviously to be reckoned in the sum total of the 
saving acts of Jahweh alluded tD in the psalm. This comes out even 
more clearly in Ps. Lxxiv. Here too there is a hymnlike section-it 
begins with a call to Jahweh “who does deeds of salvation” 

and then records works of Jahweh’s creation (Ps. Lxxrv. 12-17). 

In the light of all this, it is extremely likely that this soteriological 
understanding of Creation also lies at the basis of the creation stories 
in J and P.^ In neither of these documents of course is Jahweh’s work in 
Creation considered for its own sake : instead it is incorporated within 
a course of history leading to the call of Abraham and ending with 
Israel’s entry into Palestine. Thus with both, the place where the 
“author” stands is within the innermost circle of the saving relationship 
granted by Jahweh to Israel. But to make this relationship theologically 
legitimate, both pictures of the history start with Creation, and from 
there they draw the line out towards themselves, and towards Israel, 
and the Tabernacle, and the promised land. Presumptuous as it ‘may 
sound. Creation is part of the aetiology of Israel It goes without 

^ On the conception of the struggle with the Chaos dragon and the way in which 
Is. LI. g is to be taken, see below, p. 150, n. 24 . 

^ It was once a matter of surprise that the source E only begins with the history of 
the patriarchs (Gen. xv). But in the light of our present-day knowledge of the history 
of tradition this beginning is just the normal and usual one. The new thing with the 
Jahwist is his independence in prefixing a universal primeval history. 

® Another rooting of Israel in the plans ofjahweh for the world is to be seen in Deut. 
xxxn. 8 (text, emend.): “When the Most High gave to the nations their inheritance, 
when he separated the sons of men, he fixed the bounds of the peoples according to 
the number of ‘the Elohim beings’; but Jahweh’s portion is his people, Jacob his 
allotted heritage.” 
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saying that the expansion of the old Credo by means of such a preface 
tremendously broadened the theological basis of the whole thing. 
The extensive addition comprising the tradition from Abraham to 
Joshua necessitated the laying of a different foundation from the one 
which the old Credo could supply. The beginning of this divine 
history was now put back in time to Creation. But this pushing back 
of the beginning of the saving history was only possible because 
Creation itself was regarded as a saving work of Jahweh’s. 

This conception of Creation had of course far-reaching theological 
consequences. Creation is regarded as a work of Jahweh in history, a 
work within time. This means that there is a real and true opening up 
of historical prospect. No doubt. Creation as the first of Jahweh’s 
works stands at the very remotest beginnings—only, it does not stand 
alone, other works are to follow. Indeed, it is this standing in the time 
which is given special emphasis in P’s account of Creation, for P 
incorporated Creation into its great genealogical framework, the plan 
of Toledoth (Gen. ii. 4a) —why, Creation is itself a sequence in time, 
exactly marked out into days.® But if the account of Creation stands 
within time, it has once for all ceased to be myth, a timeless revelation 
taking place in the natural cycle. 

There is however a distinct divergence between the older and the later 
periods. In the Wisdom literature of the Old Testament the doctrine 
of Creation occupied a much more central position. In it Creation was 
in reality an absolute basis for faith, and was referred to for its own sake 
altogether and not in the light of other factors of the faith. The clearest 
case is Job xxxviiifF., but compare also Prov. m. ipf., vm. 22 fF., xiv. 3 1, 
XX. 12, etc. The reason for the absence of saving history proper in these 
texts lies in the Wisdom literature’s theological presuppositions. On 
the other hand, of course, in all the later attestations we have to reckon 
with the fact that, even where there is no explicit connexion with the 
saving history, they are to be taken soteriologically.'^ 

2 . THE PICTURES OF JAHWEH’S ACT OF CREATION 

Ill dealing with what the Old Testament says about the creation of the 
world and man, it is good procedure to take on one side what is 
theologically didactic as opposed to the rest, for example, to what is 
hymnic. The former class is intended to present theological facts, to 

® “The account of creation is part of a history which is characterised by figures and 
dates,” L. Kohler, Theology, p. 87 . ^ See below, pp. 41 yf., 420 . 
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give instruction on things which, it may be, were not known or not 
known exactly, to connect and to teach. The other statements already 
have the agreement of the hearer or the reader; they have no didactic 
content: wherever they do not allude to the Creator and Creation 
merely by the way they glorify them, and so we have only the right to 
make indirect u3e of them. They too certainly have as their background 
a “doctrine of creation,” frequent reminiscences of whose elements 
occur, but not for the direct purpose of teaching. In consequence, the 
style of these statements is different: it is enthusiastic and rapturous, 
while that of the theological and didactic passages is decidedly re¬ 
strained and in the crucial passages strives for nothing short of precision. 
For our theological stocktaking this dual mode of expression is im¬ 
portant, and the very fact that the non-theological statements, especially 
those which sing praises, far outnumber the others, can save us from 
over-estimating the didactic element and the distinctions which it 
makes. Teaching certainly had its own legitimate function, but it was 
a much more hidden one, and was merely one of the presuppositions 
of praise. Direct theological statements about the Creation in the form 
of large complexes occur only twice in the Old Testament, in the 
Creation story of the Priestly Document (Gen.1.1-11.4^1) and in that of 
the Jahwist (Gen. 11.46-25)—that is, precisely in those two sections 
where Creation is expressly intended to be understood as a prologue, 
and as a start of the divine saving work in Israel. In language as well 
as in their whole inner nature and world of ideas they are as different 
as can be conceived; but the fact that the Jahwist approaches his subject 
quite differently from P—he uses a simple pictorial method-must 
not lead us to fail to appreciate its tremendous theological substance. In 
actual fact, in this section he is much more directly didactic than is P, 
which moves more in the realm of theological definitions. 

The Jahwist’s account of Creation is generally treated as a con¬ 
siderably older document than the one in P, and, from the point of 
view of literary history, it is in fact to be dated centuries earlier. But it 
is not wise to make the difference in age the key to the interpretation 
to the extent that is usual, for it is after all debatable whether it is not 
just in the Priestly Document, which deals with things in such a direct 
and completely material way, that an older form of cosmological 
thinking has been preserved. In contrast, because of their compact, 
figurative, and so more indirect presentation, the Jahwist’s accounts 
of Creation and paradise give the impression of being more spiritual 
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and disengaged. Wc have here two pictures which move in com¬ 
pletely different thought-forms, and which possibly ought not to be 
understood, and related to one another, in the mere terms of a simple 
scheme of evolution. Attention has often been drawn to the strongly 
mythological character of Gen. 11.46-25. But this is proper only in so 
far as the story proceeds along the line of concepts which were no doubt 
once genuinely mythological. But in respect of inner character, nothing 
is more opposed to the world of genuine myth than the enlightened 
and sober lucidity of the Jahwist’s account of Creation, which is so 
far removed from abstruse mythology. How much more mythological 
in comparison is Ezekiel’s centuries-later presentation of the first man 
upon the mountain of God amid cherubim and precious stones (Ezek. 
XXVIII. I iff)! Assessing the Jahwist according to his intellectual out¬ 
look, which is permeated by what are certainly age-old conceptual 
forms (rivers, a garden, fruit, a tree of life, a serpent), we are met with 
an enlightened sobriety which uses the old mythological conceptions 
only as very sublime pictures. In contrast, Gen. 1 presents the results of 
concentrated theological and cosmological reflexion in a language 
which is concise and always utterly direct in expression. Its statements 
are not allusive and charged with a hidden meaning, as with the 
Jahwist, but are everywhere clearly contoured and mean exactly what 
they say. The very reason why this presentation of P’s renounces to 
the point of stifBiess all poetic or ardent liveliness was just to effect this 
concentration and theological precision. 

The two presentations are alike in that they have as their chief end, 
though doing it in very different ways, the creation of man, that is, 
mankind as male and female-with the result that the rest of the 
world is ordered round them as the chief work of Jahweh in Creation; 
for Gen. ii. 46ff too terminates and culminates in the creation of all 
mankind represented in the duality of man and woman. Admittedly, 
in Gen. ii.46ff man is the mid-point around which God constructs his 
work, whereas in Gen. i. iff he is the apex of a cosmological pyramid.8 
P has a much greater interest in cosmology and in consequence he 
sketches a story of Creation which moves much more purposetuUy, 
though by stages, towards the creation of man. The world and its 
fullness do not find their unity and inner coherence in a cosmological 
first principle, such as the Ionian natural philosophers tried to discover, 
but in the completely personal will of Jahweh their creator. Nor, 

® B. Jacob, Das erste Buck der Tora, Berlin 1934, p. 952 . 




142 


THEOLOGY OF ISRAEL'S TRADITIONS 


THEOLOGY OF THE HBXATEUC 


as in SO many myths of the creation, is the world traced back to a 
creative Struggle between two mythical first principles regarded as 
persons. The Priestly Document gives several definitions of the way 
in which the creative will of Jahweh acts, and these differ quite con¬ 
siderably from one another theologically. At the apex stands the all- 
comprehensive statement that “God” created the world. 

The verb which is used here, is a technical term in the theo¬ 

logical vocabulary of the priests, and is used exclusively of creation by 
God.9 It also occurs with the same meaning of that divine creation 
which is completely without analogy, in Deutero-Isaiah (Is. xl.26, 
28 , XLV.18, etc.) : he on his part probably took it over from the cultic 
language of hymnody (Ps. Lxxxix. 13, 48 , [12, 47], ciV. 30,CXLVIII.5), 
This term is also used where Jahweh’s new creation is the subject 

(Pss. CII. 19 [iS], K.S.V. “yet unborn,” lit. “to be created”; li.io). 
Since pre-existent matter is never mentioned in connexion with this 
activity, the idea of creato ex nihilo is connected with it.^° Another word 
for the divine creative activity, less often found, is Hip (Gen. xiv. 
19 , 22 ; Deut. XXXII. 6 ; Prov. viii. 22 , etc.), cf. the personal name 
Elkanah: it came into use in Israelite vocabulary from the Canaanite 
religioii.^^ 

The concept of creation by means of a simple word of command 
only begins with the unfolding of the individual works of creation 
and their succession, and it dominates the picture down to Gen. i.24 
(the creation of the living creatures of the dry land), when it makes 
room for something quite new. Thus, the concept of creation by means 
of the word is to be taken as an interpretation of the of vs. 1. 

It gives to begin with an idea of the absolute effortlessness of the divine 
creative action. It only needed the brief pronouncement of the will of 
Jahweh to call the world into being. But if the world is the product of 
the creative word, it is therefore, for one thing, sharply separated in its 
nature from God himself-it is neither an emanation nor a mythically 
understood manifestation of the divine nature and its power. The only 
continuity between God and his work is his word. Still, it would be 
^ P. Humbert, “Emploi et portae du verbe bara (crier) dansl’Ancien Testament,” 
in Th. Z.,i 947» pp. 40iff- 

The conceptual formulation creatio e x nihilo is first found in n Macc.vii. 28 . 

It is thus used for example in the mythological texts of Ras Shamra (Gordon, 
Handbook, vol . h . 51,1, 23 ; Keretyi, 57, and frequently). For the semantic problem in 
njp cf. P. Humbert in Festschrift fur A. Bertholet, pp. 259fF. ; P. Katz in Journal of Jewish 
Studies, V (1954), No. 3 , pp. i2(5fF. 
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quite wrong to take this important concept in the main negatively, 
that is, as a delimiting definition. If the world was called into being 
by the free will of God, then it is his very own possession, and he is its 
Lord.^^ 

This concept of the creation of the world by means of the word 
has a very wide background in the history of religion. In the Baby¬ 
lonian Creation epic Enuma Elish, too, Marduk gives proof of his divine 
power by calling an object into being by his word of command and by 
making it vanish again in the same way (Table 4, 2off.). Obviously at 
the back of these concepts lies the widespread belief in the magical 
power of the word, and this was thought of as attaining its acme of 
perfection with the deity. Gen. i, however, looks as if it had closer 
contacts with certain characteristics of the Old Egyptian (“Memphitic”) 
theology, according to which Ptah, the god of the universe, exercised 
his creative activity with the aid of “heart and tongue,” that is, by 
means of his word. He created the nine gods (the primeval waters, the 
sun-god Re, etc.) by his word. This “parallel” in comparative religion 
is of all the greater interest in that in the Egyptian theology is made the 
first definite attempt to overcome the multiplicity of the gods by means 
of a single one.^® We are still in the dark about connexions between 
these very old priestly theories, which date from the first half of the 
third millenium B.C., and Gen. i.But connexions are rendered more 
probable if, as is likely anyway, we are to see in the content of Gen. i 
a form of ancient Israel’s Wisdom. There are not many references to 
creation by means of the word outside of Gen. i-Is.XLViii. 13 ; Pss. 
XXXIII. 6 , CXLVI11.5. There are echoes of it in Is. xu. 4, XLV. 12; Am. 
IX. 6 ; Jon. IV. 6f. 

The various works of Creation stand on a completely different 
footing in respect of their relationship to the Creator-they are far 
from having a like immediacy to God. At farthest remove from him, 

“Thus the creature in its totality was allied to this living divine Person, being 
wholly referred to it for its existence and essence, its survival and sustenance.... It came 
into being as the work of the Word of God corresponding to his utterance. So origin¬ 
ally and intimately was it disposed for the grace of God! So little did it acquire a place 
from which it might legitimately withdraw itself from the grace of God! Encountered 
by this Word of grace, it encounters just the wisdom, kindness and power without 
which it could not be at all. Encountering the creature, this Word really comes to its 
own.” K. Barth, Church Dogmatics, vol. iii, PT. i, trans. J. W. Edwards, 0. Bussey, and 
H. Knight, Edinburgh 1958 , p. no. 

H. Junker, Die Gotterkhre vonMetnphis^ Berlin 1940, pp. 20. 41 , 55. 
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in a relationship which scarcely admits of theological definition, is the 
formless, watery, darksome, abysmal chaos. Because of vs. 1 which 
precedes the mention of chaos, we cannot say that it is uncreated, that 
is, that it was found by God as pre-existent. On the other hand, it is 
hardly possible to conceive of the idea of a created chaos, for what is 
created is not chaotic. Still, the theological function of vs. 2 in the 
total picture is of particular importance, for chaos is the great menace 
to Creation-it is indeed a primeval experience of man, and every 
statement of the Creation belief has continually to prove itself over 
against it. God lifted the world out of the formless, and over its own 
abyss he holds it unceasingly. Day and night too are on a completely 
different footing.Night is a survival of the darkness of chaos, now 
however kept in bounds by a protective order. But the day* is light 
from that primeval light which was the firstborn of the works of 
Creation. The plants have a very indirect relationship to God, for they 
spring from the ground, which God commissioned to play a part in 
creating them. The animals also have their immediate relationship to the 
ground, but they are the recipients of a special word of blessing 
assigning fruitfulness to them, in order that they may multiply. On the 
topmost step of this pyramid stands man, and there is nothing between 
him and God : indeed, the world, which was in fact made for him, has 
in him alone its most absolute immediacy to God. Also, unlike the 
rest of Creation, he was not created by the word; but in creating him 
God was actuated by a unique, solemn resolve in the depths of his heart. 
And in particular, God took the pattern for this, his last work 
of Creation, from the heavenly world above. In no other work of 
Creation is everything referred so very immediately to God himself 
as in this. 

The statement about the image of God in man^^ contains no direct 
explanation about the form which specially constitutes it; its real point 
is rather in the purpose for which the image is given to man. The 
difficulty for us lies in the fact that the text regarded the simple state¬ 
ment that man was made in the image of God as adequate and clear. 
Two things may be said. The words “image,” “statue,” “a work 

of plastic art,” and mOH, “likeness,” “something like”-the second 

Ps. Lxxiv. 16: "Thine is the day, thine also is the night.” 

L. Kohler, “Die Gmndstelle der Imago Dei Lehre Genesis i. 26," in Th. Z., 1948 , 
pp.i6fF.; J. J. Stamm, Die Gottesebenbildlichkeit des M enschen im Alten Testament, 
Theologische Studien, Heft 54, Zollikon-Ziirich 1959 . 
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interprets the first by undcrlming the idea of correspondence and 
similarity-—refer to the wliolc of man and do not relate solely to his 
spiritual and intellectual being: they relate equally, if not first and 
foremost, to the splendour of his bodily form, the “inH (“grace,” 
“nobility,” “majesty”) and the * 1133 , with which God has endowed 
him. (Ps. V111.6, [5]).^® Ezek. XXVIII. 12 speaks still more directly of the 
“perfect beauty” of primeval man. Because of the image of God man is 
exalted high and above all other creatures. But on the other hand, this 
creaturely dignity has also an upper limit. What then was the pattern 
after which he was created? To this question, the most important one 
as it might seem, the text gives a remarkably general answer, and this 
is certainly not unintentional. How is the dm'pk in vs. 27 to be 
interpreted? Does it refer to God himself or to the heavenly beings who 
surround his throne, or to both together? In his resolve Jahweh associ¬ 
ates himself with his heavenly court (cf. for this 1 Kings XX11.19; Job 
1.6; Is. VI. I ■ 3 ), and in so doing at the same time hides himself in their 
plurality. The term “let us” prevents the image being referred directly 
to God alone.^’ At this point Ps. viii. 6 [5] supplements the concept, 
for the “little lower” in vs. 6 [5] certainly refers there to the angels— 
the psalm addresses Jahweh, but in vs. 6 [5] it does not say Jahweh, but 
Elohim, rendered by Septuagint as dyye 2 ,oi. Expressed in the concepts 
of the Old Testament, this would mean that man was created in the 
form of Elohim. The only possibility of advancing beyond this would 
be an indirect one, by asking how Israel thought of these Elohim- 
beings. Two predicates of them are established-they were con¬ 
sidered as “wise” and as “good” (n Sam. xiv. 17 , 20 ; 1 Sam. XXIX.9). 

Actually, Israel conceived even Jahweh himself as having human 
form. But the way of putting it which we use runs in precisely the 
wrong direction according to Old Testament ideas, for, according 
to the ideas of Jahwism, it cannot be said that Israel regarded God 
anthropomorphically, but the reverse, that she considered man as 
theomorphic. As well as many passages in the prophets or in the poets— 
the references in the latter of which are then essentially non-theological 
—the very carefully formulated statement in Ezek. 1. 26 is of particular 

L. KolJcr (op. cit., pp. I9f.) sees in P's definition a reference particularly to man’s 
upright form. 

Kohler too understands UmDlD i n a restricted sense; what is said about the im¬ 
possibility of representing God by an image is thereby weakened. Th.Z., 1948, 
pp. 2off. 
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importance. The light-phenomenon of the “glory of God” clearly 
displays human contours. It has been rightly said that Ezek. 1.26 is the 
theological prelude to the locus clas-^icus for the imago doctrine in Gen. 
I. 26 . If P insists on the fact that the pattern on which man was 
fashioned is to be sought outside of the sphere of the created, and that 
man is also like this pattern, particularly in respect of his relationship 
to Jahwch, nevertheless at the same time an infinite difference and 
distance is tacitly rccognised-first in the matter of mere stature, for 
Israel conceived Jahwch as gigantic (Mic. i. 3fF.; Is. LXiii.ifF.;Ps. 
XXIV. 9), but also different and distant as regards quality, for the niDS 
which man has cannot, of course, be remotely compared with the 
fiery, intensely radiant light which is the nature of Jahweh. But this 
holds true in particular for the sexual differentiation of mankind. When 
the Elohim-beings made their appearance upon the earth, they were 
so much in human form that often they were not immediately recog¬ 
nised as Elohim (Jg. vi. 1 iff;Josh. v. 13 ff.). Their sexuality is men¬ 
tioned once.^® Although Jahweh himself was conceived as man, any 
thought of sexuality in him, or of his acting in creation by means of 
sex, was completely alien to Israel. Considering Israel’s religious 
environment, this is very astonishing, for the Canaanite cult of 
Baal was a fertility cult and celebrated the Isgdgydfiog as the divine 
mystery of Creation par excellence. But for Israel the polarity of 
the sexes was something belonging to Creation, and not to the deity 
himself. 

P only becomes clear and explicit when it speaks about the purpose 
of this image of God in man, that is, the function committed to man 
in virtue of it, namely, his status as lord in the world. In this connexion 
it is to be noticed how strong are the expressions describing this lord- 
ship “to trample on,’’ “subdue”; im, “to tread (grapes),” “to 

rule over”). God set man in the world as the sign of his own sovereign 
authority, in order that man should uphold and enforce his-God’s- 
claims as lord. Earthly monarchs too have the habit of setting up 
images of themselves in their kingdom as signs of their sovereign 
authority-it was in that sense that Israel thought of man as the 

P. Humbert, Etudes sur le rkit du Paradis et de chute duns /^j Genhse, Neuchite] 
1940, p. 172 . That Jahweh has the form of men is also to be concluded from Ex. xv. 

3 ; Is. VI. iff. j Mic. I. if.; Dan. VII. g. 

Gen. VI. 2 . We may also think of the concealment of the shame of the Seraphim 
in Is. V1.2. 
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representative of God. 20 This lordship of man extends over the world 
and not, for example, just over animals. The reason why the animals 
are mentioned is because they alone come into question as the rivals 
of man.21 But they are expressly put under him. What is crucial about 
man’s image is his function in thenon-liuman world. Thus, through 
the image of God in man Creation, in addition to coming from God, 
receives a particular ordering towards God. As yet, of course, this 
sovereign right does not include the killing or slaughtering of animals. 
According to Jahwch’s will as creator, the sustenance of both man and 
animals was to be the products of the earth alone. This is the one 
hint which is to be gathered from P of a state of original peace in the 
world as created by God. 

According to Gen. v. 3 , Adam begat Seth “in his own likeness after 
his image.”^^ This means that God authorised man to transmit this, his 
supreme dignity, along the way of continuing procreation of the 
generations. So it cannot be said that the image of God is lost-all the 
less as its existence still comes into account in the days of Noah (Gen. 
IX. 6b). Certainly, the story of the Pall tells of grave disturbances in the 
creaturely nature of man. But as to the way in which these affected the 
image of God in man, the Old Testament has nothing explicit to say. 

Now it is very much stressed that God “finished,” that is, completed, 
his creative work (Gen. n.ifF.). This implies the drawing of a clear 
distinction between the work of Creation on the one hand, and the 
sustaining and preserving care with which God accompanies his 
Creation on the other. The structure is erected, the creatures with which 
God intends henceforth to deal are there. But the completion of God’s 
Creation was the resting on the seventh day.^® To talk of an “institu- 

W. Caspari, “Imago divina,” in Festschrift fur Rein hold Seeberg, Leipzig 1929, 
p. 208 . The appointment of man to lordship over the earth is remarkably secular. Ac¬ 
cording to the Babylonian epic of creation “the service of the gods” is imposed upon 
created man [Emma Elish, Tab. vi. yf.). For man as the representative of God see 
Apocalypse of Baruch (Syriac), xxv. 18 . 

K. Barth, Church DoQnnatics, vol. m, pt. I, p. 206 . 

It is doubtful, however, if there is any particular purpose lying behind the trans¬ 
position of the two chief concepts DID! and ah's, or the change in the prepositions 3 
and D (cf. Gen. I. 26), as for example that Seth was only in the image of Adam and no 
longer in the image of God in the full sense. 

^ Thus it was not on the sixth day with his last work of Creation that God completed 
the world (thus lxx) , but on the seventh day. God’s desisting from a continuation of 
his work of Creation and his resting are obviously to be taken and pondered as things 
in themselves. 
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tion” of the Sabbath would be a complete misnpprchcnsion of the 
passage For there is no word here of this rest being imposed on man 
or assigned to him. And yet on the other hand what is spoken of is 
much more than just something affecting only God himself: even here 
it possesses a liidden relationship to the world and man which will, 
though of course only later, become completely clear. If God blessed 
this rest, then it is to hand as a kind of third thing between him and the 
world, provisional, of course, and unperceived by man, but still a good 
gift of salvation in which Israel is in due time to share. It would be 
sheer folly to regard this resting of God’s which concluded the Creation 
as something like a turning away from the world by God: it is in fact 
a particularly mysterious gracious turning towards his Creation. 

This account of Creation is, of course, completely bound to the 
cosmological knowledge of its time. But it is a bad thing for the 
Christian expositor completely to disregard this latter as obsolete, as 
if the theologian has only to deal with the faith expressed in Gen. i 
and not with its view of nature. For there can be no doubt that the 
Creation story in the Priestly Document seeks to convey not merely 
theological, but also scientific, knowledge. It is characterised by the 
fact, which is difEcult for us to understand, that here theological and 
scientific knowledge are in accord with no tension between them. The 
two sets of statements are not only parallel, but are interwoven in such 
a way that one cannot really say of any part of Gen. 1 that this particular 
statement is purely scientific (and therefore without importance for us) 
while that one is purely theological. In the scientific ideas of the time 
theology had found an instrument which suited it perfectly, and which 
it could make use of for the appropriate unfolding of certain subjects— 
in this case the doctrine of Creation. 

How completely different the Jahwist’s account of Creation and 
paradise is from that of P has often been emphasised. It is much more of 
a simple story, and in consequence is much less careful in the choice of 
words. Culturally too, it de&es from a different sphere of life, namely 
one which is concerned expressly with the dry land. While in Gen. i 
the Creation moves on from chaos to cosmos by the driving back of 
the waters, the Jahwist presupposes that the original state of things was 
a waterless wilderness, which God’s kindness transformed into an 
oasis, arable land, by watering. It is altogether a much smaller area 
with which the narrator deals-not even the “earth/’ but the world 
that lies at man’s own doorstep-garden, river, trees, language, animals. 


and woman. Its point of view is much more anthropocentric than P’s. 
In consequence J’s narrative supplies an important supplement and 
extension of the picture given by the Priestly Document: although 
this was not of course its intention, it fjls up gaps left by P, for what it 
has to say about man’s relation to the garden, the animals, and the other 
sex goes-far beyond what was said by P in many points of detail. 

Since the narrative avoids all conventional theological abstractions, 
it displays with much less reserve than P the kindliness of Jahweh, 
who is unceasingly concerned for mankind, who makes a pleasant 
garden around him, and is always taking still further thought how he 
might benefit him more —for the commandment not to eat of the tree 
of knowledge was also, of course, the result of God’s provident dis¬ 
position for man, since, if he ate of this fruit, destruction would come 
upon him. But man’s being made to react to the will of God through 
prohibition, and through such a limitation of his freedom being called 
upon to make a decision, is of course something new. 

It is in particular in the picture of the creation of man and woman 
that this account is fully detailed and bold in its vividness, for it depicts 
God the creator as completely applied to his work without the slightest 
reserve, and occupied in shaping it 03 ^) like a potter. The material 
utilised is the ground-but man became a “living being” only by 
God’s breathing into him his own divine breath from his own mouth. 
Verse 7 which recounts this thus contains a precise definition-a rare 
thing with the Jahwist. Compared with Gen. i. 26f., here the creation 
of man is pictured on the one hand as a much more personal and 
indeed much more intimate act of God; and yet, on the other hand, 
one cannot fail to notice a certain gloom in the point of view. Life is 
possessed by man only in virtue of that breath of God; and this latter 
is in no sense inherently associated with his body, and any withholding 
of this ephemeral gift would throw man back to a state of dead matter 
(Ps. civ.29f.; Job XXXIV. I4f.). 

The creation of woman is very far removed from that of man, for 
it is the last and most mysterious of all the kindnesses that Tahweh 
wished to bestow upon the man. God designed a help for him, to be 
“corresponding to him” 0 nM 3 )-^he was to be like him, and at the 
same time not identical with him. but rather his counterQart.^his comule- 
ment. The man no doubt recognised the animals which were brought 
to him as helps, but they were not counterparts of equal rank. So God 
moved on, in the most mysterious way, to create the woman-from 
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the man ! As distinct from the animals, she was a complete counterpart, 
which the man at once recognised and greeted as such. So is elucidated 
the age-long urgency of the sexes for one another, which is only 
appeased when it becomes “one flesh” in a child; for the woman was 
taken from the man, and they must in consequence come together 
again. The Jahwist’s story of creation practically issues in this aetio- 
logical explanation of the power of eras as one of the urges implanted 
in man by the Creator himself (vs. 24Q, and so gives the relationship 
between man and woman the dignity of being the greatest miracle and 
mystery of Creation. 

The difference between P and J is very great. Their traditions, which 
are obviously derived from very different milieux, are not only different 
in the way in which they present the material, but also in the subject 
in which they are interested: P is concerned with the “world” and man 
within it, while J shows the construction of man’s immediate environ¬ 
ment and defines his relationship to it. Both, however, are at one in 
understanding creation as effected strictly for man’s sake, with him as 
its centre and objective. The intense theological concentration of the 
text of the Priestly Document is as unique as J’s profound definition of 
relationships, of which we find no further suggestion anywhere else 
in the Old Testament. And both are relatively isolated in the Old 
Testament. Elsewhere, when Israel spoke of Jahweh’s creation of 
the world, there lay to her hand a concept which was obviously 
more popular, namely that of a dramatic struggle of Jahweh with 
the powers of Chaos. In this concept a new element is presupposed 
-a blatant enmity of Chaos towards God. Psalms XLVI. 3 and 
Lxxxix. g speak of Chaos’ inordinate pride But Jahweh 

rebuked Chaos (Ps. civ. 7), he smote it terribly (Ps. Lxxiv. isfi), and 
forced these powers to go down underneath the earth, so that they now 
sleep in the depths of Creation: they could possibly be re-awakened 
(Job Ml. S), but God has set a guard over them (Job vii.12).^^ The 

H. Gunkel, Schopfungund Chaos in Urzeit und Endzeit, pp. 29S. While Gunkel 
still took the Babylonian mythological ideas as the sole source of the Biblical data 
connected with the struggle with the Chaos dragon, the Ras Shamra texts now show 
us ideas belonging directly to Canaanite mythology. One of the results of Werner 
Schmidt’s monograph, KdnigtumGottesinUgaritund Israel (Bonn 1961), is a very de¬ 
tailed knowledge of the ideas connected with the struggle. The dragon’s opponent is 
Baal, but Baal is not (like El) a creator god; and so-this holds true also where there 
are echoes in the Old Testament-struggle data are not immediately to be taken as 
Creation data. Schmidt’s contention, however, that the struggle with the Chaos 
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connexion between this set of ideas and the Babylonian myth of 
Marduk’s battle with Tiamat is plain to see. Leaving aside the many 
details in the struggle between Jahweh and Chaos, some of them 
bizarre (cf. for example, Ezek. xxxii. 2-8), Jahweh’s opponent is 
hypostasised as a mythical person to such an extent (he is called Rahab 
or Leviathian, Is. li. pfi; Ps. lxxxix. 11 [10]) that one could be well- 
nigh tempted to regard these texts as implying a cosmological dualism. 
In comparison with Gen. i,even the elements in this concept which 
Israel took over are remarkable for their strongly mythological form. 
We must, however, bear in mind that the complete myth is never at 
any time rehearsed as a whole, but it is always much more a matter 
of incidental apostrophisings, and this clearly in contexts where no 
value is laid upon exact theological statements. It is the poets and 
prophets who unconcernedly and casually make use of these obviously 
more popular ideas. 

A third group of statements about Creation-very different from the 
two already mentioned-derives from the reflexions of the wise men. 
Wisdom’s thought stands at a very far remove from the old theological 
traditions of Israel; and also when it makes use of her mythological 
ones, it does so only in a very indirect and intellectuaUsed fashion. In this 
thought there came to expression an attitude of mind which had be¬ 
come aware of the illuminating and organising possibilities of human 
reason. Accordingly, it looks at Creation with eager comprehension 
and with a rational interest in the problems of its technique-it is 
stirred by the wonder of how the world was given stability when 
founded on the unstable (Ps. Civ. 5; Job xxvi. 7 , xxxvni. 6), and 
by the origin of meteorological phenomena. Job xxxvmff. in par¬ 
ticular, and the hymns in the Wisdom literature impressively display 
this new way that leads from intelligent contemplation to adoration. 
Eor Wisdom too did not in any way abandon belief in Jahweh as 
creator. Wisdom’s characteristically difierent theological questions fall 
to be dealt with later (see below, pp. 446 ff.). 

dragon is only to be related to Jahweh’s work in Creation in passages where this is 
explicitly stated is, it seems to me, methodologically not completely convincing. 
Sometimes the relationship is made (Pss. lxxiv, lxxxix), while in other cases it is 
lacking (Pss. xcm, Lxxvn). But should these two kinds of texts in fact be treated on a 
different footing, especially when, as Schmidt himself emphasises, the functions of 
Baal and of the creator god El were united? With Is. Li.gf. the usual reference to 
Creation seems to me particularly appropriate, since Deutero-Isaiah so often appeals 
to Creation for a proof. 
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Discussion of the general concepts of the shape of the world and its 
parts, and of the being of man and his physical and mental charac¬ 
teristics, lies, in our view, outside the province of a theology of the 
Old Testament, because, like much else, these concepts form part of 
the data conditioned by the general culture and mental climate which 
Israel had in common with the majority of the peoples in the ancient 
East. But it can never be over-emphasised that our current concept of 
“world” was foreign to ancient Israel. There are profound reasons for 
the fact that she did not have at her disposal the equally serviceable 
concept of the Greek “cosmos.” Israel was obviously not in the position 
of conceiving the world as an entity thus philosophically objectified 
which man sees as set over against himself. We have to seek the 
reasons for this in the fact that for Israel the “world” was much less 
Being than Event. It was for man something continually new and 
experienced in many different ways, and was therefore much more 
difficult to comprehend conceptually-least of all by reducing it to a 
principle. Israel did not see the world as an ordered organism in repose, 
for on the one hand she saw Jahweh as much more directly at work in 
all that goes on in the world, and on the other, man on his side recog¬ 
nised that he had a share in this, because he too continually determined 
the reactions of the world about him by his actions, whether good or 
bad. If a common paraphrase used by Israel for the world is “heaven and 
earth,” the term is a very superficial one, based simply on the empirical 
data of the world and not nearly so meaningful in content as the Greek 
word “cosmos.” The term “all things” (^DH.Ps . VIII. y [6j ‘y Is. XLiv. 24) 
Ecclesiastes m. i) is even more insipid. The universe was pictured as 
having three storeys (Ex. xx. 4 ; Ps. cxv. 15-17). Heaven was regarded 
as something stable, as a gigantic vault, forming an arch above the 
earth with the waters of the firmament standing over it (Gen. i. 7; 
Ps. cxLViii. 4 - 6 ). The earth was conceived as a disc “founded upon 
pillars” above the waters of chaos underneath (Pss. Civ. 5, xxrv. 2). 
These waters of chaos provide the earth with springs and brooks 
(Prov. VIII. 28 [27]); but just as on one occasion they swelled up and 
almost destroyed creation (Gen. vii. ii), so there is the possibility 
of the same thing happening again. Indeed, Israel seems to have 
expected a final insurrection of these uncreated powers against Jahweh 
(Ps. XLVi. 4[3]). It was a world under threat in which her history took 
place. 

There is absolutely no unity in the ideas of the Old Testament about 
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the nature of man.^® And, of course, uniformity is not to be expected 
there, because in the source material the body of ideas with which we 
meet derive from the most diverse periods and circles, and Israel felt 
even less need to unify these anthropological concepts or to reduce 
them to a norm than she did with her theological traditions. The most 
important concept in this anthropology is that of the It is what is 
alive-once or twice in the Old Testament the word retains its basic 
meaning of “throat, gullet” (Is. v. 14, etc .),26 and it sign&es that which 
is vital in man in the broadest sense-the feels hunger (Deut. 
XII. 15), it loathes (Num. xxi. 5; Ezek. xxm. 18), it hates (n Sam. v. 8), 
feels anger (Jg. xviii. 25), loves (Gen. xliv. 30), weeps (Jer. xm. 17), 
and, most important of all, can die (Num. xxm. 10; Jg. Xvi. 30) — 
that is “departs” (Gen. xxxv.18) — and it sometimes “comes back into 
a person again” (i Kings xvii. 2 iff.). Since the Hebrews did not dis¬ 
tinguish between the intellectual and the vital functions of the body 
we should refrain from translating this term as “soul” wherever 
possible. The & 7 S 3 dwells in the “flesh” (Deut. xii. 23), though it is 
clearly distinguished from it (Is. x. 18). Animals too have a but 
plants do not. In the relatively few instances in which it occurs, and 
where it is used with anthropological reference and not as the designa¬ 
tion of a charisma, man’s intellectual element is better described by the 
term rm.2^ The seat of all the activities of the human mind is the 
“heart” P'7). But the expositor must always bear in mind that 
this term is much more comprehensive than our “heart.” 3 *? is 
not only the seat of the whole of the emotions, but also of the reason 
and the will. The most secret stirrings^ of the souls were thought of as 
resident within the kidneys (DV^S) — see Ps. Lxxiii. 21; Jer. xvii. 10, 
etc.^® 

^ A. R. Johnson, TheVitalityofthe Individual in the Thought of Ancient Israel, Cardiff 
1949; G. Pidoux, UHomme duns VAncienTestamenty Neuchitel and Paris 1953 ; 
J. Pedersen, Iswe/, Vols. I-II, London 1926, pp.ppff.; Eichrodt, Theologky yol, h. 
pp. 65 fF.; Kohler, Theology, pp. 13 iff. 

L. Durr, in Z.A,W,y 1925, pp. 262 ff. 

For example, Gen. xli.s, xlv. 27; Jg.vm. 3, xv. 19; iSam. xxx. 12 ; Ezek. 

m. 14. 

2 ® Daniel is the first to speak of “visions of the head,” Dan. it. 28, iv. 2,7,10 [5,10, 
13 ] and frequently. 
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Even a brief examination of the scriptures of the Old Testament makes 
clear that “sin” is very seldom spoken of in theoretical and theological 
terms. The Old Testament is chock-full of references to sins which 
have been committed at some particular place, at some particular time, 
and by some particular person. But we seldom find theological re¬ 
flexion on “sin” as a religious phenomenon of the utmost complexity .29 
Certainly there are a few statements in the Psalms which are somewhat 
general in their trend, but they too usually have as their point of 
departure some most personal deed with which the speaker charges 
himself. This means that the Old Testament prefers the form of ex¬ 
pression which is most appropriate for the phenomenon called sin, 
namely confession. 

In contrast with this, the Jahwist’s great hamartiology in Gen. m-xi 
about the way in which sin broke in and spread like an avalanche is 
undoubtedly something exceptional: for never again did Israel speak 
in such universal terms of sin as exemplified in standardised models, 
and yet at the same time in such great detail. Nevertheless, this is not 
of course theorising. The narrator’s whole interest is rather concentrated 
on showing a chain of actual events, a road which mankind took and 
the consequences of which could no more be undone by him. He 
does this, of course, in the language and form of representation that 
alone is appropriate to describe this inner history which took place 
between mankind and God. What we ought not to say of these stories 
from the Fall to the Tower of Babel is that they arc mythical. However 
much of the material they contain may derive in the last analysis from 
ancient myths, their spirit is so patently clear and comprehensible that 
they may rather have received their intellectual stamp from the older 
Wisdom teaching, and that would be practically the opposite pole 
from any form of archaic mythical thinking. 

The Jahwist wrote a primeval history of mankind by the method of 
bringing into conjunction with one another old stories that were 
independent initially, and by supplying a minimum of theological 
additions-and that from the point of view of the history’s original 
relationship to God, which broke down in dramatic circumstances. 
But this sketch of a primeval history is so rich in content that it requires 

Gen. VI. 5 , VIII. 21 ; Jer. xm. 23, xvii. g; Pss. xiv. 2f.,cxvT.ii; Job xiv. 4 are gener¬ 
ally referred to in the older text-books. 
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to be read not just from one single point of view, but from several at 
one and the same time. In what follows, three viewpoints are set in 
relief, the theological, the anthropological, and the cultural.^® 

I. The theological viewpoint is of course in the foreground; that 
is, what above all else is to be made clear in this complex of stories 
is what man did in relation to God and the way in which God reacted 
to the increasingly grave violation of his order. It began by man’s 
plucking of the fruit of the tree of knowledge. With a father’s dis¬ 
position God had purposed every conceivable kindness for man; but 
his will was that in the realm of knowledge a limit should remain set 
between himself and mankind. In accord with Hebrew usage, the 
narrator of course takes the term “knowledge of good and evil’’ as 
meaning much more than merely a process of the intellect. The word 
5 ?^* signifies at one and the same time knowledge of all things and the 
attainment of mastery over all things and secrets, for here good and 
evil is not to be understood one-sidedly in a moral sense, but as meaning 
“all things.”®^ By endeavouring to enlarge his being on the godward 
side, and seeking a godlike intensification of his life beyond his crea- 
turely limitations, that is, by wanting to be like God, man stepped 
out from the simplicity of obedience to God. He thereby forfeited life 
in the pleasant garden and close to God. What remained to him was a 
life of toil in the midst of wearying mysteries, involved in a hopeless 
struggle with the power of evil, and, at the end, to be, without reprieve, 
the victim of death. The son of this first couple slew his brother, 
because he was envious that God took pleasure in him. But God heard 
the wailing of the spilt blood and cursed the murderer away from the 
fertile arable land. So Cain went away “from the presence of Jahweh.” 
God did not, it is true, allow the man who had become a fratricide to 
be completely outlawed—even his life he took into a mysterious 
protective relationship (Gen. IV. 15). However, amongst Cain’s 
posterity, once the forge had brought the sword into human history, 
the lust for vengeance and retaliation increased beyond all bounds. But 
a still greater catastrophe had taken place. The Elohim-beings of the 
This analysis is of course an artificial one; but it could safeguard against a too 
narrow understanding. For the whole matter, cf. P. Humbert, itudes sur Ic ricit du 
paradis et de la chute duns /tiGe«e 5 e,Neuchateli 94 o; J. Begrich, “Die Paradieserzah- 
lung,” in Z.A.W., 1932 , pp. 93 fF.; J. Coppens, “La Connaissance du bien et du mal et 
le pech^ du Paradis,” in Analecta Lovaniensia Biblica et Orientalia^ Louvain 1948 , 

H. J. Stoebe has recently given the Hebrew expression “good and evil” the mean¬ 
ing of what furthers or hampers life, Z.A.W., I953»pp. 188 ff. 
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Upper world of God had intercourse with human kind, and this brought 
about a fresh impairment of the orders of creation which Jahwch had 
imposed upon mankind. This catastrophe was more serious than any 
of the previous ones, since it was much more than something which 
concerned the world of man alone; now the boundary between man 
and the heavenly beings was thrown down. In face of this degeneration 
of his Creation, Jahweh resolved to annihilate mankind in the judgment 
of the Flood. Only one did he preserve. And to the new human race 
descended from Noah he solemnly guaranteed the constancy of the 
natural orders, although he acknowledged that this human race after 
the Flood was “evil from its youth upwards.”®^ Thus, the way in which 
this patient forbearance on God’s part is to be experienced by man is 
in the first instance in the constancy of the natural orders of the world. 
But in the end Jahweh had after all to resolve to destroy the unity of 
the human race. The huge tower which they had begun to build was 
not indeed finished-so no fresh catastrophe had as yet ensued. But 
Jahweh saw that nothing could now restrain these powers of which 
mankind had become aware, and therefore, to avoid the worst, he 
“confused” their language, that is, he divided mankind into nations 
who no longer understood one another. 3 3 

The Priestly Document presented the primeval history of man in a 
much more concise way, and from a different theological standpoint. 
Of course, it is perfectly wrong to say that it never treated of sin’s 
breaking into life at all, for an expression such as “the earth was 
corrupted in God’s sight and filled with violence” (Gen. vi.ii, 13 ) 
says as much as a whole narrative elsewhere, considering P’s extra¬ 
ordinarily compressed style of saying what it wants to say. But what 
is sure is that P has little interest in the j)henomenon of sin : it con¬ 
centrates exclusively upon the definition of that which is theological 
in the more restricted sense of the word, that is, upon the action of 
God and the promulgation of his dispositions. P goes far beyond J 
when it represents the Flood as a calamity which affected the whole 
of the world, and which God only arrested just at the last moment; 

** Gen. VI. 5 , vm. 21 . 

^ Remarkably enough no signs whatever of a knowledge of, let alone a reckoning 
with, this story of the Fall can be established with certainty in any passage in the Old 
Testament. When Ezekiel says that the wisdom of the first man “became corrupted” 
because he had become haughty in his beauty (Ezek. xxviii. 17), he certainly has a 
different tradition in mind. The same is true of Job xv. yf. 
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for when the ocean of heaven (^ 30 ) from above and the Tehom 
from beneath swept over the earth, then all that Jahweh had “separated 
out” at creation was f&g together in collapse. All the more astonish¬ 
ingly then do the ordinances which are aimed at preservation stand out 
as the effusion of sheer grace. P pays great attention to this idea (Gen. 
IX. iff.). Their point of departure is that the natural relationships between 
created beings are in desperate disorder. The characteristic of man’s 
condition of life after the Flood is oan, “violence,” “breach of 
To check this, Jahweh promulgated certain dispositions. He allowed the 
killing and slaughter of animals. But the life of man he put under his 
own absolute protection-though he did so in terms of putting the 
onus of avenging murder on men themselves.®^ Jahweh even guaran¬ 
teed the preservation of the continued physical existence of the universe 
by the making of a covenant (Gen. ix. 8ff.). It is within the stability 
thus established by the grace of Jahweh that the saving history is in 
due time to operate. 

2. As has already been emphasised, J is distinguished from P, which 
records the divine acts exclusively, by the fact that into its picture of 
the primeval history it incorporates all that is human, in all the human’s 
complex manifestations. This source is the product of an enlightened 
mental attitude, into whose field of vision has entered the phenomenon 
of man in the whole of his enigmatic character, and which regarded 
itself as confronted with the task of comprehending this phenomenon 
in conceptual terms. So it is just here that the primeval history in J 
diverged to a considerable degree from that in P, and here that it now 
applies itself to the task of presenting sin as a human phenomenon, and 
in particular as a psychological, and even a somatic one. The Jahwist 
‘makes the reader see temptation as a complex process of tortuous 
enticements (Gen. iii. 6). The Fall itself is also presented with special 
reference to its repercussions on man-being ashamed is the first pre- 
conscious sign of a mysterious breach that now permeates his whole 
physical nature, upon which fear follows as the Fall’s second uncanny 
mark. If these emotions were spontaneous and pre-conscious, then, 
when conscious reflexion came into play, there began the shifting of 

^ Gen. VI. II, 13 ; OOn denotes the violent breach of a just order. The word also 
became the cry of appeal with which a man whose life was threatened called out for the 
protection of the community and its laws, Jer. xx. 8; Hab. 1.2; Job xix. 7. 

Gen. XX. 1-7. For further details see G. von Rad, Das erste Buck Mose (A.T.D.), 
4th cdn. Gottingen 1956, pp. io8ff. 
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the guilt, and this, significantly, not from man to man, but from man 
to God. Finally, the sentence pronounced is intended to make funda¬ 
mental discords in the human state comprehensible to faith as a judg¬ 
ment imposed by Jahwch: these are the struggle with evil to which 
man had opened the door, the contradictory position of woman, her 
degrading dependence and the danger into which she is brought in the 
very work of fulfilling her creative function, and, finally, the savage 
struggle of man with the soil, which now refuses to yield its fruit to 
him easily. Further fresh features are given to this picture of man as 
determined by sin in the story of Cain-Cain’s hatred of his brother 
begins to disfigure even his face (Gen. iv.5), and amongst his descend¬ 
ants lust for vengeance increases beyond measure. Through the ming¬ 
ling of the Elohim with human kind, the condition of man’s life which 
Jahweh had created became completely disordered. Divine life had 
mingled with human, and this could only lead to a demonic race of 
supermen which contradicted Creation, and which Jahweh initially 
countered by limiting the span of life. The story of the building of the 
tower reverts once more to the phenomenon of language which had 
already been treated in the creation story (Gen. ii.ipf,). There 
language had bestowed upon it the dignity of a creative faculty, by 
means of which man coped with the task of reducing the world around 
him to conceptual order. So understood, its primary function is not to 
serve men’s need to communicate with one another, but to enable 
them to comprehend objects and separate them into natural divisions. 
To start with the Jahwist pictures humanity as all speaking the same 
language, but at the end of the story of the Tower of Babel language 
appears in a new light, for the multiplicity of languages is the conse¬ 
quence not only of Jahweh’s preservative but also of his punitive inter¬ 
vention. 

3 . As we have seen, the Priestly Document is to be read from a 
strictly theological point of view. But with the Jahwist it would be 
misdirected theological rigorism not to recognise that what he planned 
was, as far as might be with the means and possibilities of his time, a 

Here one must really recall, as W. Vischer does {The Witness of the Old Testament 
to Christ, VOL. i,trans. A. B. Crabtree, London 1949,p. 92), Jakob Burkhardt’s pene¬ 
trating words about the great figures in world history: “Their nature remains truly a 
mystery of history; their relation to tlicir times is a isQoq ydfioQ^ seldom realised but 
in terrible times which provide the single highest factor of greatness ... ” ( Wehgesch. 
Bet rack tungen). 
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real and complete primeval history of mankind. No doubt, he presented 
this span of history from the point of view of the relationship of man 
to God; but in the endeavour he also unquestionably wanted to give 
his contemporaries concrete knowledge of the earliest development of 
man’s civilisation, and so this aspect too of J’s primeval history has to 
be taken in earnest. 

What is basic for man’s existence is his relationship to the fertile 
soil (nanK). It was of course from the soil that he was taken (Gen. 
II. 7), and so with its gifts the soil is the motherly basis of his whole 
life. But this relationship has been broken, resulting in an estrangement 
which is expressed in a silent combat between man and the soil. For 
man’s sake a curse lies upon the soil, and it now refuses to let him win its 
produce easily (Gen. 111. 17-19). But complete disorganisation of the 
relationship between man and the earth was effected when the earth had 
drunk a brother’s blood (Gen. iv. lof.). The Jahwist apparently saw a 
certain gracious mitigation of this heavy curse in the cultivation of the 
vine, which began with Noah (Gen. v. 29,ix. 20). 

The clothing of the first pair appears in two different aspects; 
initially it is traced back to their spontaneous covering of themselves, 
but it is afterwards regarded as an arrangement made by the divine 
compassion, which will not have them naked and ashamed in each 
other’s presence (Gen. m. 7, 21). it was God himself who covered their 
shame, thereby giving a new possibility to their togetherness as well as 
at the same time establishing by his own instrumentality a basic element 
in human culture. The story of Cain shows life branching out into 
different modes, those of the herdsman and the farmer. This branching 
out goes very deep, for the variety of cultural occupations necessitates 
a variety of cults as well. The family tree of Cain’s descendants tells 
of further momentous changes in the history of culture-besides the 
city with its special form of community life there appear herdsmen, 
musicians, and smiths. The last of these introduces something decidedly 
new in the history of human culture, the sword; and the Jahwist has a 
pregnant way of showing how this invention immediately entices 
man tD evil (Gen. iv. 22 - 4 ). Finally, grand-scalc phenomena in the 
history of culture are demonstrated in the story of the Tower of Babel. 
Great civilisations generally arise from great migrations : men emerge 
from their life that is without a history into the light of history and (in 
the great plains, be it noted) rise to great cultural potency. But they 
now became different, and their life in community takes on new 
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forms. Now they are intent upon economic union. A lively cntlmsiasm 
animates them in their titanic task, for which of course only building 
material of very poor quality was at their disposal. With a wonderful 
penetration the old saga here describes the prototype of all human 
civilisation and its basic supporting powers: economic unity, and a 
lively, unsophisticated will to greatness (along with an admixture of 
fear), make man erect a tremendous technical work, which the saga 
looks at from afar with, it has to be admitted, an unmistakable 
scepticism, for it sees in this Titanism the greatest threat to man’s 
relationship with God-indeed in man’s gigantic work of civilisation 
it sees an attack directed against God himself. 

Of course, all this does not add up either to a comprehensive picture 
of the cultural development of mankind or to unambiguous do^ma. In 
keeping with the extreme diversity of the saga material out of which he 
composed his primeval history, the Jahwistcould only here and there 
indicate particular characteristic details of signal importance. None the 
less, their present arrangement pretty well amounts to an overall 
picture. Of the sombre earnestness of this vista Wellhausen said: 
“It is suffused with a kind of antique philosophy of history almost 
bordering on pessimism.” “We notice a shy, timid spirit, which 
belongs more to heathenism. The rattling of the chains at intervals 
only aggravates the feeling of confinement that belongs to human 
nature; the gulf of alienation between man and God is not to be bridged 
over/’®'^ There is something to the point here. With man’s stepping 
out of the simplicity of obedience to God, and with the knowledge 
obtained by disobedience, a movement began in which man pictures 
himself as growing more and more powerful, more and more titanic. 
In the stories of the relationships of the angels with human women 
(Gen . VI. iff.) or of the tower of Babel (Gen. xi. Iff.). we can still feel 
traces of a real primal awe vis-h-vis the colossal potentialities of man¬ 
kind. In this development to the completely titanic important milestones 
in the growing development of human culture are-also pointed out. 
But this evolution and slow rise to cultural greatness is accompanied by 
an ever-growing estrangement of man from God that was bound to 
lead to a catastrophe. But more needs to be said about the Jahwist’s 
primeval history to do it justice: its purport is not apparent until its 
real end is reached, and this is in Gen. xn. i-3. 

^^Prolegomena to the H iStory of Israel, henceforth cited as Prolegomena^ trans. J. S. 
Black and A. Menzies, Edinburgh 1885, p. 314. 


4. JAHWEH AND THE NATIONS 

THE CONCLUSION OF THE PRIMEVAL HISTORY 

The ways in which Israel’s faith was exercised with the nations of the 
world are very varied. In the historical books she mentions and reflects 
upon various political encounters and clashes with them; and the 
prophets are exercised with their relationship to Jahweh’s purpose in 
history: they announce to them a coming judgment, or else a participa¬ 
tion in the salvation prepared for Israel. These testimonies, which were 
determined in each case by a specific moment of history, are com¬ 
pletely different from the primeval history, for Israel hardly ever again 
spoke of the phenomenon of the nations in such a theoretical and 
unimpassioned fashion, at so wide remove from the shouting and the 
tensions of political history, as she did in it. Not until the almost 
mythic schematisation of apocalyptic (Dan. n, vii)does something of 
this theoretic temper reappear. But this apocalyptic survey of history 
also is intended to be taken as a perfectly direct message in a perfectly 
direct historical situation, whereas Gen. x and xi are parts of a theo¬ 
logical design, the focal point of which, as we shall see presently, only 
comes in Gen. xu. 1-3. 

Both the Jahwist and the Priestly Document derive all the nations 
from the three sons of Noah: Shem, Ham, and Japheth. In so doing 
they follow an idea which had already taken definite shape by their 
time. This idea expresses, with a clarity unparalleled in the whole of 
the ancient world, the thought of the unity of mankind given in 
creation. The literary classification of the racial groups given in the 
Table of the Nations quite certainly derives from contemporary 
cartographical or listing schemes in which the nations were entered 
according to their historical or political relationships (and so not by 
language or race) without preference and without any kind of evalua¬ 
tion.®® Thus, the Table of the Nations has no centre to which the 
individual nations are related, and it makes no mention whatsoever of 
Israel. This omission may of course be explained away by saying that, 
in the time of the sons of Noah, Israel was not as yet in existence. But 
in its picture of the spread of the nations, the Table far anticipates 
historical development, and does not hesitate to put into the list 
nations which only very much later-in fact, in the seventh century 

G. Holscher, “Drei Erdkarten,” in Sitzungsberichte der Heidelherger Akadcmie der 
Wissenschaften, phil hist. Klasse, PT. Ill, 1949. 
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—came within the range of Israel’s political field of vision. But there 
is no mention of Israel-Israel is “in the loins of Arpachshad”; that is, 
she is hidden in a name which does not have the slightest theological 
relevance for Jahwism. Thus in the Tabic Israel accepted the pheno¬ 
menon of the nations in a completely secular way, without relating it 
to herself theologically. How easy it would have been to draw the 
line directly from creation up to Israel and take Israel as the focal 
point of the nations. But in the Biblical primeval history the historical 
line drawn as it is from the creation of the world leads first to all the 
nations. This is an end, for in the nations one of God’s plans in creation 
was realised. Because of this Gen. x has been described as the real end 
of the creation stories, for the created world in which Israel found 
herself is here presented in its historical aspect.'*® When she composed 
what this chapter represents, Israel broke resolutely with myth. It was 
no longer possible for her to derive herself in direct line and legitimate 
herself from the divine world, for between her and God lay all the 
nations .41 The line was broken; for when Israel looked back, she 
found herself always merely one member of the historical nations. In 
her beliefs about Creation there was nothing that distinguished Israel 
from the nations. Whatever peculiar experiences she was to have at 
God’s hands would come to her quite unmythologically, and within 
the realm of history .42 

As it now stands, the sentiment underlying the Table of the Nations 
is an amazement at the richness of Jahweh as creator, who by his 
command to be fruitful (Gen. ix.i) brought the vast multitude of the 
nations into being out of one stock. This positive statement about the 
nations is however followed by a purely negative one, in the story of 

Compare with this the idea in Ezek. v. 5 : “This is Jerusalem; I( Jahweh) have set 
her among the nations, with countries round about her.” 

B. Jacob, Das erste Buck der Tora, Berlin 1934, p. 294. 

In contrast the Babylonian list of the primeval kings drew the line directly to the 
dynasty of Eridu, and the Babylonian epic of creation issues in the founding of the city 
of Babylon. A.O.T., pp. 147 , Ancient Near Eastern Texts relating to the Old 

Testmenty ed. J. B. Pritchard, henceforth cited as A.N.E.T., 2 nd edn. Princeton and 
London 1955 , pp. 265fF., 68f. 

It is in this idea of the nations, in which no nation enjoys preference over any other, 
that ancient Israel most widely diverged from the ancient Mesopotamian ideas of the 
universe. The cosmic order in which Old Babylon stood was that of the state. It was 
in the light of the state that it understood the whole universe as built up and beneficially 
governed by the gods. Its state was a “cosmic empire” in the deeper sense of the word, 
inasmuch as this whole state was itself a universal order, an original cosmic datum. 
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the Tower of Babel. Even with the Jahwist the transition from the 
Table of Nations to Gen. xi.ifF. is very abrupt; for the statement that 
the human race, still united and employing one language, had begun 
to migrate, can hardly be linked onto the Table, because the begin¬ 
ning of the story of the building of the Tower which follows once again 
goes further back than the Table, and gives a quite different explanation 
of the division of mankind into a great number of peoples. Thus, ac¬ 
cording to the primeval bLtory in the Old Testament, the phenomenon 
of the nations is not clear. They derive from God’s wealth in creation; 
but at the same time in their disorder they bear the deep scars of God’s 
judging intervention. So the question of their relationship to God 
remains open. This is clearly in fact the focal question of the primeval 
history; for after the division of mankind and the confusion of their 
language, the gulf between the various nations and God opened still 
more widely than it had before. 

The story of the Tower of Babel is therefore to be regarded as the 
end of a road upon which Israel stepped out with the Fall, and which 
led to more and more serious outbreaks of sin. The Fall, Cain, the 
Song of Lamech, the marriages of the angels, the building of the 
Tower-these are the steps by which the Jahwist marked out the growth 
of sin. God punished these outbreaks of sin with increasingly severe 
judgments. Nevertheless there is also to be seen, mysteriously associated 
with this punishment, a saving and sustaining activity on the part of 
God which accompanied man. God no doubt banished the first pair 
from the garden. But he clothed them, and after all allowed them to 
remain alive. Cam was banished from the naiK, but even as one 
accursed he remained in a quite paradoxical relationship of protection. 
The universal judgment of the Flood was not the final end, for God 
made a new beginning and carried man, in spite of his corruptness 
which was still the same as ever, over into a world whose physical 
continuance he guaranteed. Thus, along with the acts of judgment, 
there always at the same time appeared a saving will of God-as sin 
waxed, grace waxed the more. At one point, however, this gracious 
protection, God’s staying with those whom he had punished, is absent: 
the story of the Tower of Babel ends without grace, and therefore, as 
we have already said, the main question which the primeval history 
raises for the reader is that of the further relationship of God to the 
nations. Is it now completely broken, and is God’s grace finally ex¬ 
hausted? The primeval history gives no answer to this question (and 
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how could it of itself have done so?). The answer to this most universal 
of all theological questions is given with the beginning of the saving 
history, the call of Abraham and Jahwch’s plan for history indicated 
therein, to bless “all the families of the earth through Abraham.” 
“The extent of the operation of the blessing which lies in Abraham is 
that of the wretched nations of the world.”^® This is paradoxical 
enough, for of course with Gen. xn the historical field of vision is 
abruptly narrowed. Mention now ceases of universal data and prob¬ 
lems, of the world, man, the sexes, sin, suffering, and the nations; quite 
abruptly, from Gen. xn onwards, one single man, a family, and the 
nation which sprang from them, are set in the centre of the picture. 
But an indication of the final universal goal to which Jaliweh intends 
to bring this history is already given in the beginning of the story of 
this particular election. The end of the Biblical primeval history is 
therefore not the story of the Tower of Babel; it is the call of Abraham 
in Gen. xii. 1-3 : indeed, because of this weldii^ of primeval history 
and saving history, the whole of Israel’s saving history is properly to 
be understood with reference to the unsolved problem of Jahwch’s 
relationship to the nations. To speak of Israel, and of the meaning of her 
election, means beginning witkthe creation of the world and trying to 
understand it in the universality of all nations. No less lofty is the setting 
for the question raised by Israel’s call and election. Gen. xii. 1-3 thus 
teaches that the primeval history is to be taken as one of the most 
essential elements in a theological aetiology of Israel. 

As regards the theological summation of J’s primeval history, it is 
from the very start unlikely that the ordering of the component parts 
is an original creation of Jahwism or even of the Jahwist. Here Israel 
much more probably took as her guide a cosmological schema long in 
existence. In this case, the first consideration is the conception, deriving 
from the Sumerians, of the order of events as Creation, primeval 
history, the Flood, and the new beginning of world history.^^ In line 
with this, J’s primeval history makes the Flood mark a clear-cut break, 
and perhaps the words in Gen. vni. 2if. may actually be called the real 
conclusion of this history, for at that point the history of mankind 
begins anew. On the other hand, comparison also reveals the great 
measure of freedom which Israel used in handling the material she 

0 . Procksch, GenesiSy 2 nd edn. Leipzig 1924, p. 97. 

^ H. Gese, “Geschiclitliches Dcnken im Alten Orient und im Alten Testament,” in 

Z,Th,K,y 1958 , pp. i28ff. 
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took over: the first age of the world before the Flood is no longer 
regarded as an age of bliss never again attained by any subsequent 
epoch, but on the contrary as a hopeless time in which sin mounted 
up.^^ 

II. The ITiSTORY of the Patriarchs 

All who read the stories of the patriarchs with an eye to their theology 
will soon see that it is not easy to give an answer to the question so self- 
evident to us, what is their meaning, their theological content? How 
arc wc to approach this question? For in these stories we are not con¬ 
fronted with an account of the history which furnishes the reader with 
explicit theological judgments, or which constantly allows him to 
participate in extensive theological reflexion upon the history, as the 
Deuteronomistic account does. In the stories of the patriarchs the 
reader will look in vain for any formulation of the narrator’s own 
theological judgment. This being the case, there is more prospect of 
success in attempting to arrive at an indirect understanding of the 
narrator and his opinion. For we can fairly clearly separate the saga 
units which are really old, that is, those which were already shaped 
when the narrator took them over, from the sections which have no 
old traditions behind them, and which indeed cannot be designated as 
saga at all, since they are rather bridge passages. Obviously the story¬ 
teller’s own outlook is much more clearly ascertainable from the second 
of these groups. But these connecting passages, while certainly signifi¬ 
cant, are on the whole few, and in each case the light which they-shed 
illuminates only a restricted sequence of narratives and by no means 
the whole of the patriarchal history.^ Is then the question perhaps 
wrongly put? Can we say that these story-tellers ever had a theological 
interpretation which really took in the whole body of the stories of the 
patriarchs? Was their intention to offer such a thing at all? Perhaps 
many of the stories about these tortuous ways and events are only 
brought in by their tellers simply because the latter found them in the 
old traditions, and because they deserved mention as an account of 
things which had befallen the ancestors of the race. Of course these 
events were not individually altogether meaningless : rather in them- 

R. Rendtorff, “Gen. 8. 21 und die Urgeschichte des Jahwisten,” in Kerygmaund 

Dogma, 1961, pp. 6gff. 

^ Gen. xn. 1-9 or xviii . 17-19 ( 23 ) are particularly clear examples of such insertions. 

Cf. G. von Rad, Das erstc Buck Mose, 4 th edn. Gottingen 1956 , pp. 138 ,177f. 
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selves they all suggested a certain amount of interpretation to the reader, 
though not in such a way that the interpretation could meaningfully 
throw light upon all the strange things that occur. In them there still 
remains enough factual material which cannot be worked up. 

The oldest form of the history of the patriarchs which has come 
down to us is the opening sentence of the old Credo in Deut. xxvi.5. 
Here laconic mention is made of the “wandering Aramean who went 
down into Egypt and there became a great nation.”^ By this Aramean 
is meant Jacob. Between this very simple formulation, which is prob¬ 
ably also the most concise, and the form in which the history of the 
patriarchs now appears in Genesis, there lies a very long road in the 
history of tradition, the main stages of which can, however, be approxi¬ 
mately reconstructed.^ The various units of material with which the 
history of the patriarchs was slowly enriched derived, of course, from 
very diverse groups and localities, and also had, initially, only a local 
and restricted validity. If the traditions connected with Jacob were 
chiefly attached to the sanctuaries in central Palestine, Bethel, Shechem, 
and Penucl, those coimectcd with Isaac and Abraham came from the 
south, particularly from Bcersheba and Mamre. But this building up of 
the history of the patriarchs from a variety of units of tradition that 
were originally independent is of great significance for Biblical theology. 

The God who supremely controls all that happens in the history of 
the patriarchs is Jahweh. Regarded from the historical standpoint this 
is an anachronism, for Israel’s ancestors prior to Moses as yet knew 
nothing of Jahwism—even the late Priestly Document is still aware of 
the deep cleft and the fresh beginning which were denoted by the 
revelation of the name Jahweh in the time of Moses (Ex. vi. 2 f.). 
Israel’s pre-Mosaic forebears had different cultic ties. They worshipped 
“the God of the ancestors.“* This earliest worship, of course, had 
affinities with later Jahwism—especially in the attachment of the deity 
to persons instead of to places—but this stage in cultic history can only 
be rather indirectly deduced from the present form of the patriarchal 
stories. J and E seem to be completely unaware of it, and even if 
memories of it did live on into their time, the story-tellers attached no 
importance to them. The God who led the patriarchs Abraham, Isaac, 
and Jacob was Jahweh, and the rudimentary divine designations deriv- 

was specially used in connexion with strayed animals, i Sam. xx. 3, 20 ; Jer. l. 6 
and frequently. Cf. also Gen. xx. 13 (E). 

* Noth, Pentateuch, pp. 58fF..86fF.. 162 ff. * Ah, K.S., vol. i, pp. iff. 
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ing from the now absorbed cult of the ancestors (“the God of the 
ancestors,” pns^nnD, “the Fear of Isaac,” Gen. xxxi.53;“the 
Mighty One of Jacob,” Gen. xlix. 24, apy “1'3K) have now simply 
become designations and predicates of Jahweh. hi all that the patriarchs 
experienced as told in the old traditions Jahwism recognised the hand 
and the word of its God, and claimed as his-Jahweh’s-very own even 
what was most remote and strange: think of the story connected with 
Penuel in Gen. xxxii. 22ff. Thus, compared with the area in which 
they were originally current, the old traditions were given an enorm¬ 
ously wider reference, for now it is the whole of Israel which relates 
these far-off happenings to herself and recognises in them what is her 
very own. These stories of the patriarchs are not retold in that ex¬ 
clusively historical sense whose sole concern is merely to reproduce 
exactly what happened at the time: instead, experiences and insights of 
succeeding ages also found expression in them. The narrators often 
digest in but a single story of only a few verses the yield of a divine 
history which in fact stretches from the event spoken of down into their 
own time. 

Although the great narrative complexes covering the call of Abraham 
down to the death of Joseph consist in the coalescence of a great variety 
of traditional material, the whole has nevertheless a scaffolding sup¬ 
porting and connecting it, the so-called promise to the patriarchs. At 
least it can be said that this whole variegated mosaic of stories is given 
cohesion of subject-matter (according to the standards by which 
narrators in olden times were permitted to deal with the material 
which lay before them) by means of the constantly recurring divine 
promise. Eor this promise does not occur only in stories in which it 
had belonged from the very start; it has also obviously, on the basis 
of what may be assumed to be a deliberate process of working over 
of the material, been subsequently inserted into units where it was 
originally alien, and where the subject-matter has been altered and 
enriched because of it.^ 

® Thus, the story of Joseph had originally no connexion with this promise to the 
patriarchs, but the latter was added to it when it was joined to the complex of the 
stories about the patriarchs: Gen. xlvi. 3 , l. 24 , So too the promise of the land in Gen. 
xxvin. I off, which was previously attached to one single locality, is not inherent in the 
old cultic saga. This attempt to give theological unity to material which was to begin 
with so different in kind, and to weld it together, thus belongs to a somewhat late 
stage in the evolution of tradition, when the promises made to the patriarchs were 
now related to the conquest under Joshua. 
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A very clear instance of the coupling of an extremely old piece of 
narrative material with the promise to the patriarchs is to be found in 
Gen. XXII. The story of the sacrifice which Abraham was commanded 
to offer bears, beyond all possible doubt, all the marks of an old cultic 
tradition. At one time it ended with vs. 14, which was its aetiological 
climax. The original name of the place later became unimportant and 
was lost in the course of the transmission of the tradition, and only the 
reason for the giving of the new name remained. (A complete aeti¬ 
ology demands the name together with its explanation, cf. Gen. xvi.i 3 f.; 
Jg. VI. 24 ). This old material is only connected with the promise to the 
patriarchs in vs. 15, when the angel called “a second time.” This of 
course completely changed the sense : purport of the old story had 

been to show how in sacrifrcc a child was redeemed by means of an 
animal. 

In J and E the promise to the patriarchs has a twofold content, the 
promise of possession of the land of Canaan, and the promise of an 
innumerable posterity. Both are frequently set side by side, almost in 
the manner of formulae ; but not seldom only one or other is mentioned 
in a particular narrative complex.® A conspectus of all the references 
shows that the promise of the land is of evm greater moment than the 
promise of becoming a nation. Now, this twofold promise is very old, and 
in the history of tradition it goes back to the time of the patriarchs 
themselves : the God of the ancestors promised the possession of the 
land and a great posterity to Israel’s ancestors while they lived in tents 
on the borders of the promised land. Nowhere is this made more clear 
than in the extremely old narrative in Gen. xv. yfF., which has the 
appearance of being a tradition coming almost unchanged from this 
early time .7 But we have to bear in mind that the twofold promise, 
particularly that of the possession of the land as originally understood, 
had reference to an imminent and direct fulfilment, that of the settle¬ 
ment of the patriarchs in the land of Canaan. When it was originally 
made it certainly did not have the sense of a first preliminary migra¬ 
tion, followed by a fresh departure from the land, and a final fulfilment 
only under Joshua. But this is how it is now to be taken wherever 
there is a reminiscence of it in the history of the patriarchs. Thus, by 
being built into the great outline of the saving history of J and E, this 

® Gen. xn. 3, 7, XIII . 14-16, XV. 3, 7, 18, XVIU. 10 , xxii. 17, xxiv. 7, xxvi.sf., 24, 
XXVIII . 3f , 13-15, XXXII. 13 [ 12 ], XXXV. g-12, XLVI. 3, XLVIII. 4, 16, L. 24. 

’’Mt.K.S., VOL . T, pp. 66 ff. 
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old promise to the patriarchs was referred to another, and much more 
remote, fulfilment. Jahwcli had pushed its original objective further 
on in history: because of the interlude in Egypt it now has a strangely 
broken character. By now everything had expanded, and the fulfil¬ 
ment now no longer applied merely to a small pre-Mosaic cultic com¬ 
munity, but to the whole of Israel which was to spring from the 
patriarchs. Thus, the relationship of the patriarchs to the promised 
land is strangely double-edged. This land had no doubt been solemnly 
assigned to them and to their posterity, and Abraham was com¬ 
manded to go about in it, in its length and breadth, as his property by 
right (Gen. xiii.i4f.).® But in the full meaning of the word they do 
not in the least possess it-they already live in the land, but those who 
inhabit it are still the Canaanites (Gen. xii.6). The Priestly Document, 
which strives more than J or E after conceptual definition, expresses 
this provisional relationship by the term the “land of 

your sojourning.”^ Only a very tiny bit of this land, the burial place 
at Machpelah near Hebron, belonged in law to the patriarchs (Gen. 
XXIII). The patriarchs who for the sake of the promise went wandering 
with Abraham were not buried in “Hittite^^ soil-in death they were 
sojourners no longer. 

Thus, just because of this very orientation towards final possession 
of the land, the goal of all the patriarchs’ wanderings lies far outside 
the confines of their history. But the Priestly Document made a 
further orientation of that history, one which looked towards the 
revelation at Sinai. Eor God did not only promise land and children to 
the patriarchs. He promised them in addition to be their God and 
their children’s God, and thus gave them the prospect of a special kind 
of relationship to himself? Now, the phrase “I will be your God” is 
simply the first clause in the formula of the covenant at Sinai, which 
was to run “I will be your God, and ye shall be my people.^” But 
Israel became Jahweh’s peculiar people only through the revelation of 
the commandments and the establishment of a proper cult. Thus in its 
present form the history of the patriarchs is to be understood as a 

® For the significance in law of Gen. xiii. I4f., see D. Daube, Studies in Biblical Law, 
Cambridge I947» pp. 34 f. 

® Gen. XVII. 8 , xxviii. 4, xxxvi. 7, xxxvii. i, XLvn. 9. 

Gen. XVII. 4-8, 19 (lxx); Ex. vi. 4 - 7 . 

Ex. VI. 7 ; Lev. xxvi. 12 ; Dent. xxvi. I 7 f.;n Sam. vii. 24; Jer. vii. 23 , xi. 4 ; 
Hos. I. 9 and elsewhere. 
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special arrangement made by Jahwch, by means of which tlic people 
of Israel is summoned into being, and it everywhere points far beyond 
itself. With its promise it points to the origin of the nation, beyond 
that to the unique relationship to God granted to this people at Sinai, 
and finally to the saving gift par excellence, the ultimate possession of the 
land of Canaan. 

The radical theological stamp which the patriarchal tradition 
received at the hands of J, E, and P only becomes clear by comparison 
with the old confession in Deut. xxvi.5fF. in the latter the events in 
the saving history up to the conquest were still very simply enumer¬ 
ated as facts in chronological sequence, without any special theological 
connexion being brought out between the patriarchal era and that 
which followed, or between the individual facts themselves generally. 
The same holds true of the rehearsal in Josh, xxiv, which too merely 
gives a summary. In neither instance does any connecting link appear 
apart from the people’s cry for help in Egypt on the one hand and, on 
the other, the liberation and the bestowal of the land. But now-in 
Gen. XII-L-because of Jahwch’s threefold, ever-reiterated promise, 
the era of the patriarchs as a whole is understood as the time of the 
promise, as an elaborate preparatory arrangement for the creation of the 
people of God and for its life. What is new in this view is not the use 
of the idea of the promise in itself-as we have seen, the promise of a 
land and of children already formed a part of the oldest traditions 
deriving from the patriarchal age. What is new is rather the theo¬ 
logical employment of this twofold promise as a word of God which 
set in motion the whole of the saving history down to the conquest 
under Joshua. Behind this conception lies a prolonged and insistent 
reflexion upon herself on Israel’s part. The Israel which had become 
conscious of her peculiarity now felt the need to visualise how she 
came into being. Thus, there lies behind the patriarchal history in the 
Hexateuch a mighty amazement at the far-reaching preparations which 
Jahwch had made to summon Israel into being. 

But to speak of this massive arch leading from promise to fulfilment 
which bridges and spans the whole of the Hexateuchal narrative 
material, is only to describe the theme of the patriarchal history in 
very general terms. Within its compass the themes handled in the 
various narrative complexes are astonishingly diverse. They are, of 
course, in each case subsumed under the general designation of 
“promise,” but they treat this theme from very different standpoints. 
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Thus, tlic Abraham stories ill JE point outtlic mysterious postpone¬ 
ment of the promised gift of the son, in the anirsc of which the recip¬ 
ient of the promise, Abraham, stands (n* falls. That is, the stories show 
singular situations, trials and consolations which could only befall a 
man from whom God once and again withdrew without making good 
his promise, and from whom he hid himself to tlic point of most 
incomprehensible self-contradiction (Gen. xxii). As has already been 
pointed out, these stories arc not only interested in the fact of the divine 
promise and guidance as such, but they also bring within their view all 
the human experience of the recipient of the promise, in whose reac¬ 
tions and conflicts the promise is reflected. The story-teller makes the 
reader himself live through and suffer through the various situations 
in which the recipient of the promise was tried. There can be no doubt 
that, though the key-word “faith” occurs only once in them, it is the 
problem of faith which lies at the back of these stories about Abraham. 
In Hebrew “to have faith” means “to make oneself secure in Jahwch” 
(hence the preposition 3 after raxn). But the object to which, 
according to Gen. xv. 6, Abraham directed his faith is-as is general 
in the Old Testament-something in the future. Jahwch indicated to 
Abraham his plan for history (Gen. xv. 5 ): and Abraham believed it 
to be something real, and “made himself secure” in it. That was his 
faith. 

The great complex of the stories about Jacob also confronts the 
reader with the problem of the hiddenness of God’s actions with the 
patriarchs. Here however it is not its postponement which makes 
God’s promise an enigma-of that kind of trial there is no mention in 
the Jacob stories. Compared with the Abraham cycle, the one about 
Joseph is altogether much less spiritual. If in the stories about Jacob’s 
deceitfulness it was still the blessing that was at stake, for long chapters 
afterwards the reader completely loses sight of God and his action in 
the jungle of unedifying manifestations of human nature. Here the 
picture is really a very, very worldly one. The malice of the men, the 
struggle of the women for the man, the absolutely undignified inter¬ 
pretation attached to the name of each of the ancestors of the race, as 
due to the momentary situation of a discontented woman-who would 
take this for more than a fairly trivial piece of entertainment, had it 
not all been preceded by the divine oracle in Gen. xxv. 23 , and, in 
particular, had there not been the massive blocks of narrative giving 
the stories connected with Bethel and Pcniel (Gen. xxviii.iofF.,xxxii. 
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22fF.)? These two narratives give the impression of being primeval 
ttrangers in the rather worldly context in which they now find them¬ 
selves, because they concentrate wholly upon God and his direct action 
so wards Jacob. Undoubtedly they are the points where the theme of the 
Jacob stories emerges to the surface of history in all its power. God is 
dealing with Jacob. Jacob is to become the ancestor of God’s people. 
God will therefore lead him wherever he goes. But the Pcniel story 
makes clear what is involved in being the object of God’s choice and 
interest. Its concern is once more the blessing, but this is assigned to 
Jacob in circumstances very different from those involved in the stories 
of his deceit. A similar pointer to the understanding of the entire story 
of Jacob is afforded by his prayer in Gen. xxxii.9-12, which the 
narrator composed ad hoc. 

The stories about Joseph are clearly distinguished from those about 
Abraham and Jacob, and are a real connected narrative and not a 
compilation of many previously independent traditions. As regards 
their literary form, they call for a totally different judgment from that 
passed on the stories about Abraham, Isaac, or Jacob, which are to 
some extent composed of cultic or local units of tradition. The Joseph 
stories are didactic narrative, such as we find in the Wisdom literature.^ ^ 
Consequently they are much more compact and straightforward in 
their theme. They too unroll a huge canvas of very worldly confusions, 
a series of mounting conflicts. But this chain of guilt and suffering has 
nothing in common with the pessimistic belief in fate found in Greek 
tragedy, for the story of Joseph distinctly has guidance as its subject. 
God has himself directed all for good: in deep hiddenness he has used 
all the dark things in human nature to further his plans, that is, “to 

G. von Rad, “Joscphgescliichte und altere Chokma,” in Vet. Test., Suppl. i (1953), 
pp. i2ofF., reprinted in Ges.Studieti, pp, 272 ff. It should at once be assumed that such 
a complex literary structure had, from the point of view of the history of narrative, 
its preliminary stages. This assumption finds support in a number of tensions and 
roughnesses in the shaping of the material. (An extreme and, in many respects, an 
unsatisfactory analysis of the material is given by Gressniann, “Ursprung und Entwick- 
lung der Josephgeschichte” in Eucharisterion. Festschrift fh Hermann Gunkel, ed. H. 
Schmidt, henceforth cited as Eucharisterion, Gottingen 1923, pp. iff.) Really com¬ 
parable material has not yet come to light in the literature of the ancient East. The 
autobiography on the statue of Idrimi (W. F. Albright, in Bulletin of the American 
Schools of Oriental Research, iis, April 1950, pp. I4ff.) has closer connexions with 
the story of Joseph than the well-known Egyptian story of the adultress {A.O.T., 
pp. 69ff.; A.N .E.T., pp. 23fF.). 
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preserve many people alive” (Gen. XLV.5fF.,L-20). This guidance was 
not, however, the outcome of a general divine providence, but was 
instead part of the specific saving will which God directed towards the 
ancestors of Israel (Gen. l.24). But at the same time the Joseph stories 
also show how the people who played a leading role in them were 
refined by suffering. Because he is impressed by Jahwch’s saving guid¬ 
ance, Joseph forgives his brothers. But, as his resolute testing of them 
clearly shows, they too have become different in the interval. 13 

This all shows that the narrative material comprising the patriarchal 
stories is extremely diverse.As may be easily understood, the critics’ 
particular interest has lain in the earliest strata within it. But just 
because there are such very early strata present, it would be a mistake 
to imagine that a stamp of “authenticity” can be put on these stories. 
For what we can at most derive from the oldest elements in some of 
them does not go beyond very general and approximate realities— 
a little about the living conditions of the men of this period, about 
their wanderings and the places where they lived, and, beyond this, 
their “clan religion/’^® Now these are all things characteristic of a very 
large group of people. But when I turn to the stories of the patriarchs 
in Genesis, everything told there is very special and unique. These 
stories contain an inexhaustible wealth of highly characteristic and 
essentially unique happenings between a group of people and their God. 
The reason for this remarkable difference is easily found. If I go back 
behind the stories themselves, if I ignore that which the narrator in 
each case wanted to say-and we have said that this is always a very 
specific statement-then at the very most I may be able to make out 
a few general conditions or events, because even in the best case the 
narratives yield no more. For the speaker in these stories is Israel, not a 
witness of the patriarchal times, and the one who acts with men in 
them is Jahweh, and not the God of the patriarchs. Let us keep the idea 
of “authenticity”- but should we not then in fairness have to admit 
that, in the form these stories now have, this authentic basic stratum 
has had superimposed upon it an extremely arbitrary re-interpretation 

For a more detailed account of the theology of the story ofjoseph see G. von Rad, 
“Die Josephgeschichte,” in Biblische Studien, Heft S,Ncukkchca 1954. 

At Professor von Rad’s desire, in this paragraph and the next the translator has, 
in the parts relevant, fairly closely followed von Rad’s article, “History and the 
Patriarchs,” in The Expository Times, Lxxn (April 1961), pp. 2i3flF. 

G. Ernest Wright, “Modem Issues in Biblical Studies: History and the Patriarchs,” 
in The Expository Times, lxxi (July i960), pp. 292 - 6 . 
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designed to make it serviceable for a later age-this, in some cases, to 
the point of rendering it impossible to discern the older stratum? The 
theologian will realise which of the two he has to decide to follow: it is 
the voice with which the stories speak now, and not the obscure over¬ 
laid remains of a much older traditional material, however much in¬ 
terest it may hold-its voice is now silent. 

The God referred to in the first verse of Gen. xxn is Jahweh, and the 
word Elohim in vs. lis hermeneutically tremendously demanding, 
for it permeates the whole story down to its last detail. (We must bear 
in mind that we are dealing with a story from the Elohist and that for 
him Elohim is equivalent to Jahweh.) Simply everything in the story 
is told with reference to this word, and without it the story would 
collapse into nothingness. That which happened to Abraham in this 
story is called in the very first verse a “testing.” Eor in commanding 
Abraham to offer up Isaac, God apparently destroys his whole continu¬ 
ally reiterated promise to Abraham. All the blessings which he had 
promised to bring about were after all bound up with Isaac. The story 
of the offering up of Isaac goes beyond all the previous trials of Abra¬ 
ham and pushes forward into the realm of faith’s extremest experi¬ 
ence where God himself rises up as the enemy of his own work with 
men and hides himself so deeply that for the recipient of the promise 
only the way of utter forsakenness by God seems to stand open. Such 
forsakenness Israel had to experience in her history with Jahweh, and 
the result of such experience is made articulate in this story: Israel is to 
realise that in situations where God seems most unbearably to contra¬ 
dict himself, it is a matter of his testing her faith. This is where the 
“authentic element” of the story lies, not in the traces telling of the 
way in which child-sacrifice was abolished from the cult. The latter 
are latent in the traditional material, but are hidden deep down, far 
below the stratum that now speaks to us in the story, and in which its 
whole present kerygma is anchored. The two strata are widely separated. 
The oldest and deepest of them, which we can barely recognise, told 
the story of the abolition of child-sacrifice from the cult. But even a 
child can see that the story in Gen. xxn is not about child-sacrifice at 
all, but about problems inherent in the promise of Jahweh, the God 
of Israel. In no case may interpretation of Gen. xxn be divorced from 
the matter of the promise, which, as we have seen, became the basic 
thing for the way in which these stories are to be understood once they 
had been systematically rc-edited. 
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The existence of the patriarchs before God, as it is pictured in the 
stories told of them, contains something unique in die saving history. 
Eor it is by no means the case that the later Israel simply projected 
herself and the theological ordering of her life and problems back into 
the era of the ancestors. Rather she here depicted a relationship to God 
of a quite peculiar and unique character.!® This era in the saving history 
lacks the divine will for justice which was revealed to Israel in the com¬ 
mandments, as it also lacks the revelation of his holiness. It has no regular 
pattern of cultic practice, and no priests. The patriarchs offer sacrifice 
on occasion,^’ but the tellers of the stories are simply not interested in 
questions of the cult or of ritual. In consequence the great problem of 
cultic antagonism and demarcation from the native indigenous popula¬ 
tion is still wholly in the background. In the main, God’s way of dealing 
with the ancestors of the race is by unobtrusive guidance. The unwarlike 
and indeed “pacifist” attitude in the whole of the patriarchs’ existence 
has often been commented upon.!® largely due to cultural 

conditions, for the patriarchs were not a people, but peaceable nomads 
tending sheep and cattle. And this means, of course, that in respect of 
the great promise which was the determinant factor in their lives, they 
still lived before its fulfilment. And it is precisely this which charac- 
ter&s their existence. However she did it, the Israel of later days 
understood herself not as the future, but as the present people of God. 
But between life under the sign of the promise and that of the people 
within the first stage of the fulfilment there stood what has now to be 
looked at, namely Jahweh’s revelation of himself and of his com¬ 
mandments. 

III. The Deliverance erom Egypt 

L THE MIRACLE AT THE RED SEA 

Wherever it occurs, the phrase “Jahweh delivered his people from 
Egypt” is confessional in character. Indeed, so frequent is it in the Old 

!® As is well known, a great deal of mischief has been caused by the widespread idea 
that the patriarchs were patterns of pious behaviour before God. The question 
whether and where the story-tellers want to provoke “imitation” is not so very easy 
to answer. In the stories in Gen. xn. 1-9, xm, xv. 1-6, xxn the figure of the ancestor 
has certainly to be understood also as a pattern for the descendants. The clearest case of 
this is the Joseph stories, which are certainly didactic. 

Gen. xn. 7 , xni. 18 , xxvi. 25, xlvi. i. 

J. Hempel, Die aUhebraische Literatur^ Wildpark-Potsdam I 930 »p. 94 ; M. Weber, 
Ancient Judaism, p. 52. 
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Testament, meeting us not only in every age (down to Dan. ix. 15), 
but also in the most varied contexts, that it has in fact been designated 
as Israel’s original confession. ^ Actually, for the most part the expression 
is already of the nature of a formula'—in many cases it is clearly simply 
taken over from hymnody. On the other hand, another of its charac¬ 
teristics is its great variability and elasticity, as the very different lengths 
in which it is formulated make apparent. This confession could be 
summed up in the juxtaposition of three words, but it could also find 
expression in a long hymn. The final point at which all such possible 
expansions were exhausted is the Hexateuch’s picture in Ex. iff, for 
there, through the conscription of every available tradition, the simple 
theme has been theologically worked up into a sublime chorale. In the 
deliverance from Egypt Israel saw the guarantee for all the future, the 
absolute surety for Jahweh’s will to save, something like a warrant to 
which faith could appeal in times of trial (Ps. Lxxrv. 2). In its oldest 
form this confession glorifies an act of Jahweh’s unaccompanied by 
any divine utterance. And Israel too, the object of this event, is silent. 
But when the tellers of the story come to describe it, they introduce a 
plethora of words, some allegedly spoken by Jahweh and some by 
Israel. Important as these are, the event which took place still remains 
the basic thing that happened. This datum ancient Israel never 
spiritualised. 

Even in the old Credo in Deut.xxv1.5fF., the deliverance from Egypt 
is the dramatic mid-point around which the historical events detailed 
are grouped. So is it too in Josh. xxiv.2fF., the only difference being 
that here the event which is just hinted at in Deut. xxvi by the term 
“signs and wonders” is made more explicit-it was a matter of warding 
off the Egyptian army, over against which Israel was in a hopeless 
situation. This remembrance of a deed ofjahweh’s in war-the warding 
off and destruction of the Egyptians at the “Red Sea”-is the primary 
and most certainly the oldest datum in the confession concerning the 
deliverance from Egypt. But the working up of the narrative afforded 
the possibility of expanding the event both in its technicalities and in its 
theological aspect. Thus, for example, even the narrative in JE repre¬ 
sents the event as a complex structure made up of various miracles— 
the pillar of cloud comes between the two armies and separates them 
(Ex. XN. 19), the wheels of the enemy’s chariots are mysteriously 

^ M. Noth, Pentateuch, p. 52; K. Galling, Die Emahlungstraditionen Israels, Giessen 

1928, pp. 5ff 
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clogged by J;iiwch (vs. 25), the Egyptian army is discomfited (vs. 24), 
Moses divides the Red Sea with his rod (vs. 16), and so on. Noteworthy 
too is the increase in the miraculous clement as the stories are handed 
on. If according to J a “strong cast wind” had opened up a way as if 
through a lagoon (vs. 21), in E’s version the waters stood like walls on 
either side of the Israelites as they passed through (vs. 22), and according 
to Ps. cxiv the sea “fled.” The way in which the account makes Israel 
stand passively apart (cf. “be still”), the way in which Jah¬ 

weh’s glorification of himself does not depend on any human co¬ 
operation (vs. 17), and, in conclusion, the way in which it speaks so 
emphatically of Israel’s faith (vs. 31), all already betray a considerable 
amount of theological reflexion upon the event. Here what took place 
is understood conceptually, in a way which thought of it as far more 
than a mere military event. The Song at the crossing of the Red Sea 
speaks of the people whom Jahweh has “acquired” or “purchased” 
(nap Ex. XV. 16 , cf. Ps. LXXiv. 2 ). What however calls for chief 
mention here is the idea of the “redemption” from Egypt, which at a 
later time, that is, from Deuteronomy onwards, became the dominant 
thing. Terminologically the redemption rests on two concepts, both of 
which, the verbs ms and bdong originally to the sphere of 
law .2 While mS signifies any kind of ransoming of someone who is 
not free, and perhaps also “free,” “redeem,” in general (Jepsen), with 
it is the redemption of what is one’s own, and therefore of the 
restoration of a former owner-relationship. Of course, the way in 
which both concepts are used shows that, when they were applied to 
Jahweh’s relationship with Israel, they became almost synonyms. But 
it is obvious that the idea of “ransom” no longer regards the saving 
event in its military aspect, but as a liberating legal act of Jahweh.® 

2 J. J. Stamm, Erldsen und Vergebenim Alien Testament, Berne I 940 » pp. 7lf*»i8C, 

3 iff ; C. Barth, D i e E rretun g vom Tode i n den individuellen Klage- und Dankliedern des 
Alien Testumentes, henceforth cited as Erretung, Basel 1947, PP- I 33 f According to A. R. 
Johnson, the original meaning of is “protect, protection, protector.” A. R. 
Johnson, “The Primary Meaning of in Vet. Test., Suppl. 1 (1953), pp. 67fF.; A. 
Jepsen, “Die Begriflfe des Erlosens im Alten Testament,” in Solange es heute heisst. 
Festschrift fiir R. Herrmann, edd. Erdmann Schott, Paul Althaus, et. ah, Berlin I957, pp. 
I53ff 

® A tradition according to which Jahweh “found Israel in the wilderness,” which is 
obviously old but which has been almost completely overlaid by the Exodus tradition 
which alone became dominant, still echoes on in Hos. DC, 10, Deut. xxxii. 10, and 
Jer. xxxT.af. R. Bach, “Die Erwahlung Israels in der Wiiste,” in 7 %. Z>., 1953, p. 687 . 
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This confession received a peculiar enlargement when elements of 
the creation myth, the struggle with Chaos, were welded into it. 
This procedure was suggested by the common appearance of the 
catchword “sea” both here and in the creation myth. Jahweli “rebuked” 
the Red Sea (Ps. cvi. g) in the same way as he had done in its time to the 
sea of Chaos, and like the latter it “fled” (Ps. CXIV. 3 ). The event thus 
took on primeval dimensions, and was transferred from its historical 
setting to the beginning of the history; indeed it stood for Israel at the 
beginning of her whole existence. Thereafter it was only a short step to 
Deutero-Isaiah’s characteristic equation of creation and redemption. 
Because he understood creation as a saving event, he was also able to 
describe Jahwch’s saving act towards Israel as “creation” (Is. xliii.i, 
XLiv. 24 ). The coincidence of creation and historical saving event in 
Is. Li.pf. is unique. 

The concept of Israel’s “election” nna) too, set formally on a broad 
theological basis, comes first into use only at a relatively late date, 
namely with Deuteronomy. But it there appears as a term which 
already has a fixed doctrinal content.^ The locus classicus for Deuteron¬ 
omy’s teaching about election is Deut. vii. 6 - 8 .® The belief that Jahweh 
took Israel as his own peculiar people is, of course, very very old. 
But this idea of election could not have existed in such radical form 
in the early period, for, as has been rightly pointed out, a thorough¬ 
going belief in election paradoxically presupposes a universalistic view 
of history,® It was only the Israel which had learned to look at herself 
from outside, and for whom her own existence among the nations had 
become a problem, that was in a position to talk about election (Am. 
Ml. 2). The same holds true, of course, for the extraordinary idea 
expressed in Deut. xxxii. 8 —that when Jahweh apportioned the 
nations according to the number of the divine beings, and thus as¬ 
signed to each nation its cult, he chose Israel as his portion (Deut. 

XXXII. 8, Lxx). 

In this section we have been speaking about earlier and later con¬ 
fessional formulae and theological concepts that comprise in a summary 

^ G. Quell, in T/i*TP.B.N.r., vol. xv, pp. 148 ff.; W. Staerk, in Z.A.W., 1953, 
pp. iff. 

5 Th. C. Vriezen, D ie Erwdhlung Israels nach dem Alten Testament, Zurich 1953, pp. 5 if. 
Cf. further H. H. Rowley, The Biblical Doctrine cfElectioti, London 1950; K. Koch, 
“Zur Geschichte der Erwahlungsvorstellung in Israel,” in Z.A.W., I955, PP- 205fF. 

® N. A. Dahl, Das Volk Gottes, Oslo i 94 ifP. 26 . 


and concise fashion the saving event with which Israel’s history with 
Jahweh began ( b i liVerance from Egypt, redemption, and election). 
The fact that there is more than just one of these formulations shows 
that, theologically, this saving act had more than one significance. It 
could also be unfolded in a plurality of data, for many traditions were 
current in Israel which stood in a closer or more remote relationship 
to this basic event. They were all gathered together and ordered into 
one another because each for its part contributed something special 
towards illustrating and making comprehensible Jahweh’s great 
redemptive act. This was how the Hexateuch’s picture of the Exodus of 
Israel and her wandering in the wilderness came into being. Unless it 
has to do so, theology ought not to cut itself adrift from the time- 
sequence in which Israel ranged these events (at only a few points shall 
we ourselves be compelled to depart from this order, for the sake of a 
more unified picture). The chief events which make up the notion of 
the “redemption from Egypt” are the miracle at the Red Sea, the 
revelation of the name Jahweh, the revelation at Sinai, and the wander¬ 
ing in the wilderness. 

2 . THE REVELATION OF THE NAME JAHWEH’ 

Even the traditional picture of the saving history followed by the 
sources in the Hexateuch recognises that Jahweh was not manifested 
to his elect from the beginning, but that the revelation of his name only 
took place in the time of Moses. Oddly enough, it is the latest of the 
source documents which most strongly emphasises this break in the 
history of revelation (Ex. vi. 2 f., P). It is a surprising emphasis, for to 
this source’s picture of the history, with the strong tendency it has to 
level out and schematise, the fact must have been an embarrassment. 
But late though P is, it was, like the other sources, still tied to the 
traditional material, whose statements in this connexion were un¬ 
equivocal: all that P could do was to give its own characteristic ex¬ 
planation of the break. 8 J and E take a much harder way of fusing 
together the two eras in the saving history, that of the God of the 

’ 0 . Grether, N ame und Wort Gottes im Testament, Giessen 1934; J- Pedersen, 
Israel I-I I, pp. 245fF. 

® Cf. also Hos. xn. io,xin.4 (“I am Jahweh, your God from the land of Egypt”). 
The only mistake that P makes is that it takes El Shaddai for the God of the pre-Mosaic 
period; for El Shaddai most probably belongs to the group of originally Canaanite 
El numina (cf. El Olam, El EHon, Gen. xxv. 18 , XXI. 33 ). 
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ancestors and the time of the full revelation of Jahweh. The narrative 
in Ex. Ill, a very complex unit both in substance and style, is designed 
on the one hand to communicate what was new in the revelation of 
Jahweh—that is, information about the divine name-and, on the 
other, to show how this new revelation was very closely linked with 
the history of the patriarchs.® Ex. iii.is obviously trying to show the 
continuity between them—what came to pass with the revelation of 
the name of Jahweh was certainly of incalculable importance for 
Israel, but it was not the beginning of her God’s self-revelation. Jahweh 
is identical with the God of the ancestors (Ex. iii.6,i3f.).^® 

Connected with this is the “definition” of the name Jahweh which 
has from the very beginning keenly attracted the interest of theo¬ 
logians, because they believed that here at last was a reference giving 
a comprehensive and fundamental account of the nature of the revela¬ 
tion of Jahweh, and reducing it, so to speak, to a final axiomatic 
formula (Ex. iii.l4). But caution has to be exercised at this point; for 
notliing is farther from what is envisaged in this etymology of the 
name of Jahweh than a definition of his nature in the sense of a philo¬ 
sophical statement about his being (lxx 6 &)-a suggestion, 

for example, of his absoluteness, aseity, etc. Such a thing would be 
altogether out of keeping with the Old Testament. The whole narra¬ 
tive context leads right away to the expectation that Jahweh intends to 
impart something-but this is not what he is, but what he will show 
himself to be to Israel It has always been emphasised, and rightly so, 
that, in this passage at any rate, the iT'il is to be understood in the sense 
of “being present,” “being there,” and therefore precisely not in the 
sense of absolute, but of relative and efficacious, being-1 will be there 
(for you). Undoubtedly the paranomastic relative clause 
adds an indeterminate clement to the protasis, with the result that the 
promise of Jahweh’s efficacious presence remains at the same time to 
some extent illusive and impalpable—this is Jahweh’s freedom, which 
does not commit itself in detail. Anyone who reads the words cannot 

® The narrative is complicated not only because of the fact that it uses an old sacral 
tradition (a story of a discovery) as prelude to the call proper, but in particular by the 
mention of a mountain of God at which Israel has yet to arrive (Ex. m. i. 12). Cf. Noth, 
Pentateuch Sly nn. 390, 220. 

Gen. IV. 26 (J) pushes the beginning of the cult of Jahweh back to a very much 
earlier time. What comes in question here is an isolated tradition which cannot be 
harmonised with Ex. lu. if. or vi. 2f. 

^ Th. C. Vriczen, “Ehjc aser ehje,” in Festschrift fir A. Bertholet, pp. 498^. 


but feel that they arc very terse and pregnant. And yet their importance 
as a theological first principle ought not to be overestimated. They arc 
only meant to be a promise to men who were in a hopeless situation, 
and this promise employs the rhetorical device of playing freely on the 
derivation of a name, a thing in which, as is well known, story-tellers 
in ancient times love to indulge. These etymological puns, which the 
story-tellers were moved to use from time to time, arc generally only 
very loosely connected with the sound content of the name to be 
explained (Gen. xvii.5,xxi.6, xxvii.36, etc.). The casualness of this 
etymological interpretation can be seen from the fact that hardly any 
other passage in the whole of the Old Testament betrays any acquain¬ 
tance with this interpretation given by E of the name Jahweh.^^ We arc 
certainly not to assume that the narrator’s intention was thus to give 
the interpretative formula of the name Jahweh which was theologically 
fundamental and normative for Israel Shortly afterwards we meet 
with another interpretation of the name which is theologically much 
less ambiguous. “Jahweh, Jahweh, a God merciful and gracious, slow 
to anger and abounding in steadfast love and faithfulness” (Ex. xxxiv.6), 
and further on, in Ex. xxxrv. 14, we find one more : “Jahweh, whose 
name is Jealous,” “he is a jealous God.” Thus there was once a time 
when it was allowable to interpret the name Jahweh from different 
theological angles. 

Eor the understanding of Ex. 111. 14 it has to be borne in mind that 
this self-revelation of Jahweh was preceded by the explicit question as 
to what his name was. According to ancient ideas, a name was not just 
“noise and smoke”: instead, there was a close and essential relationship 
between it and its subject. The subject is in the name, and on that 

References in 0 . Grether, Nameund Wort Gottes in Alten Testament, pp. gff. The 
only passage that can be connected with Ex. m. 14 is Hos. i. g, where, as suggested by 
Lxx, the correct reading is: “and I, I am no longer yours.” 

In addition, this revelation comes to Moses through the medium of a strangely 
material theophany. The attempts made by the older expositors to evaporate the 
phenomenon of the burning bush into symbols in order to be able to comprehend it 
theologically are well known. (The bush signifies unholy Israel, the fire is Jahweh; the 
fact that the bush is not consumed is a metaphor of Jahweh’s indwelling in Israel. J. H. 
Kurtz.) But it is altogether unlikely that even the story-tellers of the early period of 
the monarchy were willing to see the datum which they reported as to such an extent 
decoded spiritually. If we understand them correctly, their concern was much rather 
to leave the phenomenon as it was, in precisely its quality as a thing. The same holds 
true of the theophany described in Gen. xv. 17. 
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account the name carries with it a statement about the nature of its 
subject or at least about the power appertaining to it. For the cultic 
life of the ancient East, this idea was of quite fundamental importance.^* 
People in antiquity had no doubt that human life was mysteriously 
surrounded and determined by divine powers. But this conviction 
was by no means a comforting one, when man did not know what 
kind of a deity he was specifically dealing with, that is, when he did 
not know its name and was without the possibility of invoking it and 
gaining its interest for himself and his need. The deity must first “cause 
his name to be remembered” (Ex. xx. 24 ) within the human field, 
otherwise men were quite unable to invoke him. Thus, without the 
knowledge of the divine name, there was no possibility of a cult, that 
is of a relationship between men and the deity, for men then lacked all 
possibility of bringing influence to bear upon the deity. It was not just 
the matter of “devoting himself freely out of gratitude” to the deity: 
man also had the self-seeking desire to enlist it as far as possible in the 
service of his own earthly interest, and in extremities to use the divine 
name in magic.^® Thus, Manoah is very eager to bind the heavenly 
visitant to himself by means of a private cultic relationship, and so he 
immediately asks what his name is (Jg. xiii. 11-17). Similarly, the 
Peniel story shows the same craving on Jacob’s part to bind God cap¬ 
tive. But in this case too God disengages himself from Jacob’s impor¬ 
tunity and refuses to give an answer to the inquiry about his name : 
“Why is it that you ask my name? And he blessed him then” (Gen. 
XXXII. 30 [29]). This comes close to what is said in Ex. m. I3f. Here 
Jahweh certainly imparts his name. But in the words “I will be what I 
will be” there also lies censure of Moses’ question. At all events, in 
giving the information which he does, Jahweh reserves his freedom to 
himself, a freedom which will be displayed precisely in his being there, 
in his efficacious presence. 16 

Thus the name Jahweh, in which, one might almost say, Jahweh had 
given himself away, was committed in trust to Israel alone. The 

Pedersen, Israel I-II, pp. 245fF. 

^ The name “forces the figure to stay and guarantees that the man always finds it 
again. The number of these nuiuina is boundless”: G. van der Leeuw, Phdnomenologie 
der Religion, Tiibingen 1933,p. 13 5 . 

A formula closely approximating to the one in Ex. m. 14 is found, on the lips of 
a Pharaoh, in the so-called teaching for Merikare: “As I live, I am that I am.” A con¬ 
nexion between this Old Egyptian grandiloquent formula and the Elohist’s coining is 
not impossible. A. Alt, in Z.A, W.^ 1940-41, p p. 159^. 


heathen do not know it (Ps. lxxix. 6). In it and in it alone lay the 
guarantee of Jahweh’s nearness and of his readiness to help, and through 
it Israel had the assurance of being able at all times to reach his heart 
(Ex. XXXIII. 19, xxxiv. 6)-small wonder that at all times she looked 
upon the name as a holy reality of a quite special kind (on occasion 
coming almost to the point of understanding it in a material way). 
This name shared directly in Jahweh’s own holiness, for indeed it was, 
so to speak, a double of his being. But if it was holy, this means that it 
belonged to the realm of the cult, and it can indeed be designated as 
the very heart of the cult of ancient Israel. m.TD{!;nK"ip is originally 
a cultic term and means to invoke Jahweh by using his name (Gen. 
XII. 8, xl 11 . 4 , XXI. 33 ; I Kings xviii. 24 , etc.). Theologically it takes the 
place which in other cults was occupied by the cultic image.^^ A whole 
apparatus of rather intricate cultic ideas, rituals, and prescriptions 
gathered round the name, to safeguard knowledge of it and, in par¬ 
ticular, the use which Israel might make of it. Having such a holy 
reality entrusted to her set Israel a tremendous task, not the least part 
of which was to guard against all the temptations which made their 
appearance along with the trust. In general terms what this means is 
that the name ofjahweh had to be “hallowed.”^® The first and negative 
implication is that the holy name had in all circumstances to be safe¬ 
guarded against improper use, that is, from use outside the cult. In 
the cult, the divine name was used by Israel at sacrifice, in prayer, in 
blessing and cursing, and also in the holy war (Ps. xx. 8 [7]), and it 
had been given her for this purpose.^® The Levites blessed in the name 
of Jahweh (Deut. x. 8) ; the king did the same (nSam. vi. 18), and the 
priests “put” the name of Jahweh on Israel (Num. vi. 27 , cf. Ps. cxxix. 
8). Jahweh’s name had also its rightful use in connexion with oaths and 
imprecations.^® But outside of this cultic and public use there were 
still a great many possibilities of “taking the name ofjahweh in vain” 
(Ex. XX. 7 ; Deut. v. ii). Originally the term may well have 
signified magic, and it is conceivable that even in Israel people were at 
times liable to use Jahweh’s name for sinister purposes dangerous to the 
community. 21 But this commandment was probably in the main 

Lohmeyer, Das Vater-Unser, Gottingen 1946, p. 46 . 

Is. XXIX. 23 ;tD “profane” (V^n) the name of Jahweh, Lev. xviii. 21, xix. 12, xx. 
3»xxi. 6 and frequently. ^®Cf. J. W. Wevers in Fer.Tei/., 1956, pp. 82 ff. 

Deut. VI. 13 , Pss. XLiv. 6, [5], cxvm. 10. 

S. Mowinckel, Psalmenstudien \, Oslo 1921 , pp. 5ofF. 
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directed against false swearing, for every genuine oath was accompanied 
by invocation of the deity (Lev. xix. 12). Further, to hallow the name 
of Jahweh was tantamount in itself to acknowledging the uniqueness 
and exclusiveness of the cult of Israel per se. Wherever Israel in any way 
opened its doors to the cult of another deity, the name of Jahweh was 
profaned (Lev. xviii. 21, xx. 3 ). On the positive side, the name was 
hallowed by obedience to the commandments, by “walking in the 
name of Jahweh” (Mic . IV. 5)- 

It was just the times of religious syncretism which exposed to danger 
the solity of Jahweh that called into being, in Deuteronomy, a 
programme of very strict and exclusive concentration upon pure 
Jahwism; and it is in Deuteronomy that we meet with the most strik¬ 
ing statements about the name of Jahweh. Jahweh “put” his name at 
the one place of Israel’s worship, that he might “dwell” there.^^ 
Jahweh himself is in heaven (Deut. xxvi. 15), but his name “lives” at 
the place of worship in a well-nigh material way, almost like a being 
existent in its own right. Deuteronomy is obviously attacking the older 
and more popular idea of Jahweh’s immediate presence at the place of 
worship and substituting for it the theological differentiation between 
Tahweh on the one hand and his name on the other, a severance which 
is carried through to the point of spatial separation. Admittedly we do 
not find the idea of the name of Jahweh defined in such theological 
exactitude in the hymns of the cult, but an awareness of its special 
saving importance always remained alive in Israel. By means of it 
Jahweh saves (Ps. liv.i), in it one can fmd protection (Ps. xx. i), it is a 
tower of refuge (Prov. xviii. 10). Characteristic is the confidence that 
Jahweh will help or save “for his name’s sake” (Ps. xxm. 3 , xxv. ii, 
CXLiii.n; Jer. xiv. 7 ; Is. XLVIII.9), for in these cases too a certain 
separation is presupposed-standing in the presence of Jahweh you 
invoke his saving name. In Is. XLViii.9 Jahweh’s name and his anger 
are set over against one another. But this name is not only placed over 
Israel (Deut. xxvm. 10); it is also pronounced over those who were 
incorporated into Israel only during the course of the saving history 
(Am. IX. 12): indeed knowledge of it is widespread among the peoples 
surrounding Israel (Ex. ix. 16; n Sam. vii. 26 ) and calls forth terror 
(Josh. IX. 9 ; Ps. cii. 16 [is]; Mai. i. 14). But many will love it (Is. LVi. 6). 
One of the most important things, however, is that for Israel this name 
never became a “mystery,” to which only the initiated could have 

Deut. XII. 5,11, 21 , XIV. 24 and frequently. 
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access. On the contrary, each and every Israelite was at liberty to avail 
himself of it, and once she had become fully aware of the distinctiveness 
of her worship, Israel did not hide this name of God from the Gentiles 
in fear, but rather felt Iicrsclf in duty bound to make it known to them 
(Is. XII. 4 ; Ps. cv. 1-3). Indeed in the end Jahweh is to be revealed to 
the world in such a way that all worship of idols vanishes away, and 
every knee will bow to his name alone (Zech.xiv. 9 ; Is. xlv. 23 ). 

Jahweh had only one name; Marduk had fifty with which his praises 
as victor over Tiamat were sung in hymns. Similarly, the Egyptian Re 
is the god with many names. This plurality of names is, of course, to be 
understood as the result of a combination of older traditions. But just 
because of this multiplicity fresh uncertainty resulted-indeed, ad¬ 
vanced theology kept the real name of Amon secret.^^ A like uncer¬ 
tainty, again based on ignorance of the name, is found in the Baby¬ 
lonian “penitential prayer to the god whom it may concem.”^^ But 
Jahweh had one name, and this is one known throughout all his 
people. It is probably of great significance that Israel never had any idea 
of piling up many names upon Jahweh. Jahweh was in fact one, as 
Deuteronomy says. Even the highest terms of praise are always reserved 
for this one name Jahweh alone. But what is of greatest importance is 
that this name could not properly be objectified and disposed of-its 
secret could not in any way be reduced to a theological interpretation 
of its meaning, not even the one in Ex. m. 14.^® Jahweh had bound it 
up with the free manifestation in history of his self-revelation in history. 
The formula which occurs so frequently in Ezekiel, “and they will know 
that I am Jahweh,” shows this indissoluble welding-together of Jah¬ 
weh’s name and his self-revelation just, as clearly as does the preface 

^ H. Kees, Der Gdtterglaube im alten Agypten^ Berlin i94i» pp. In the history o f 
religion the concealing of the true name of the god is explained by anxiety lest man 
might be able to gain power over the deity with the help of the name. 

“May the wrath of my Lord abate for me, 

May the god whom I do not know be tranquil for me, 

May the goddess whom I do not know be tranquil for me. 

May the god whom I know or do not know be tranquil for me. 

May the goddess whom I know or do not know be tranquil for me!” 

A. Ealkenstein and W. von Soden, Sumerische und akkadische Hymncn und Gebete, 
Zurich 1953* p. 225 . Cf. also the clause that might be added to an invocation in ancient 
Roman religion : “sivc quo alio nomine adpellari vis.” K. Latte, Romische Religions- 
geschichte, Miinich 1960 , p. 62 . 

W. Zimmerli, Erketmtniss Gottes nach dem Buche Ezechiel Zuvich 1954 , p. 62 , n. 90. 
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to the decalogue, which also interprets the name in the light: of the 
redemptive historical act. Thus from the very start Israel was debarred 
from elevating the name into the realm of “mystery.” So she was not 
in a position to appropriate the name of Jahwell and make it the object 
of an abstruse mythology or of speculation: it was to be understood 
only in historical experience .26 

The name Jahweh is found some 6700 times in the Old Testament, 
but as well Israel often also designated her God or 

(roughly 2500 times). From an early time this occurrence of two differ¬ 
ent names has called a variety of theological speculations into being. 
The name Jahweh was of course the embodiment of the saving re^reia- 
tion; but since Israel often designated this very Jahweh, the God of 
salvation, as it is quite impossible to attach a theological 

interpretation to every use of the proper name or the appellative. The 
texts of course largely derive from very different cycles of traditions 
having different usages whose bases are unknown to us, and they have 
not received any subsequent complete harmonisation. Exegesis can 
thus only make a decision according to circumstances. When the ani¬ 
mals are said to have no relationship to Jahweh the God of special 
revelation and to look to for their sustenance (Ps. CIV. 21; Job 
XXXVIII. 41), the choice of terms is deliberate. The variation in the 
sentence pronounced by Noah on his sons is well known : Jahweh is 
the God of Shem, but it is Elohim who is to bless Japhet (Gen. ix.26f.; 
similarly Is. LXI. 2). Speaking generally, in every instance where the 
reasons for the variation are not plain to see, caution is called for. It is 
possible though not certain that the Elohist’s preference for Elohim 
indicates a now self-conscious monotheism.^^ Even in the post-exilic 
literature the way in which the name Jahweh withdraws into the back- 
ground-it never occurs in the dialogue in Job, nor in Esther, Ecclesi¬ 
astes or the Song of Solomon-is not to be accounted for solely in 
terms of the growing awe felt at his holiness. In the Elohistic Psalter 
(Pss. XLil-LXXXiii) it is consistently struck out, although alongside this 
collection are later ones in which the process has not been carried out. 

In actual fact Israel did on occasion confer other names too upon her God, of 
which for example or are not infrequent. But this does not involve a limita¬ 
tion of what was said above, for these rudimentary names which derive from old 
traditions, and from the oldest of them, never had the function of extending the name 
so as to stand alongside the name Jahweh to serve as fuller forms of address: rather, they 
were occasionally made use of in place of the name Jahweh. 

0 . Procksch, Theoloj^ie des Ahen Testaments, GutcTslohig^o, p. 443 . 


In the Chronicler’s history, compared with the usage in the Books of 
Samuel and Kings, a similar withdrawal has been noticed. But oddly 
enough Jahweh is used in some cases where it was not in the original.^® 
The Septuagint’s rendering of the name Jahweh in the Old Testament 
by 6 KVQiog was of great importance for the early Christian Church, 
because the Church referred statements made by Jahweh or statements 
about him to her Kyrios, Jesus Christ (cf. iThess. v. 2;iiThess. 11. 2; 
Acts ii.2ofef.). At the time of Jesus the name Jahweh seems only to 
have been used on certain occasions in the worship of the Temple, but 
no longer in the services of the Synagogue. 

IV. The Divine Revelation at Sinai 

I. PRELIMINARY REMARKS ON THE BASIS OP 
THE HISTORY OP THE TRADITION 

The Hexateuch’s account of the events and divine revelations at Sinai 
forms a complex of tradition of quite abnormal size, for it stretches 
from Ex. xix. i to Num. x. 10. Nowhere else in the Old Testament is 
there to be found such a huge presentation of traditions, made up of so 
many strands, and attached to one single event (the revelation at Sinai). 
But even if a first survey makes the reader almost despair of seeing some¬ 
thing whole, interconnected, and therefore internally coherent, in this 
towering mountain composed not only of countless separate units, but 
also of many greater bodies of tradition, nevertheless this Sinai pericope 
is at least clearly defined as to its outward extent, for Kadesh traditions 
precede it, and Kadesh traditions follow it again.^ It is thus obvious 
that the Sinai tradition has been secondarily inserted into already extant 
traditions concerning the Wanderings in the Wilderness. We also see, 
of course, from the various poetic elaborations of the old Credo, that 
it still has no mention of the events at Sinai. Obviously it was only at a 
comparatively late date that this complex of tradition was inserted into 
the canonical picture of the saving history. Of course, for the history 
of tradition, this only tells us something about the coalescence of the 

J. W. Rothstein and J. Hand, Kommentar zum ersten Buck der Chronik, Kommentar 
zum Alten Testament, ed. S. SeUin, henceforth cited as Komm. A.T., Leipzig i927» 
p. xiv. 

^ Ex. xvin also has no direct relationship to the Sinai tradition. There is no reminis¬ 
cence of the theophany and the revelation of the will of Jahweh, that is, of the main 
theme in the Sinai tradition. Noth, Pentateuch, pp. 15if. 
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complexes of tradition, and nothing about their age. The Sinai tradi¬ 
tion lived in independence longer than all the other traditional ele¬ 
ments whose combination led to the construction of the canonical 
picture of the saving history.2 

If in what follows we attempt in some measure to unravel this huge 
skein of traditions, in order to give an outline of its theology-of course, 
only of its main subjects-we very soon encounter the basic datum to 
which all the individual traditions in one way or another go back: 
there at Sinai Jahweh revealed to his people binding ordinances, on the 
basis of which life with its God was made possible. But in respect of 
the nature of these ordinances there are great differences in the various 
traditions. Sometimes they understand them as ordinances for common, 
ordinary human life (“commandments”), sometimes as legal ordinances 
(parts of the Book of the Covenant and of Deuteronomy), and some¬ 
times as ordinances for the intricate sphere of worship (P). We must 
on principle abandon any idea of discovering anything like a relevant 
arrangement of the single units, or even of theological lines linking 
them. This would be quite out of keeping with the way in which 
traditions were formed in the Old Testament, which in this respect was 
much more superficial. The decisive and pre-eminent factor in the 
coalescing and aggregation of the many traditions was their common 
attachment to a place (Sinai), and to a person (Moses). Thus, in the end, 
there came together and were ranged side by side, often without any 
connexion being made between them, bodies of material of the utmost 
diversity, in fact, everything that Israel somehow and at some time 
derived from the revelation at Sinai. This was a result of the conception 
of the traditions as documents narrating a history with God.® 

The enormous block of tradition connected with Sinai (Ex. xix- 
Num. x) divides up into two parts which are very unequal both out¬ 
wardly and in content; they are the Sinai pericopc of JE (Ex. xix-xxiv, 
xxxii-xxxiv), and that of P (Ex. xxv-xxxi, xxxv-Num. x. lo). 
JE’ s account of the revelation at Sinai itself is given in Ex. xix, xx, 
XXIV, a compact narrative unit. The event commences with elaborate 
preparations for the thcophany, which follows on the third day. 
Jahweh came down upon the mountain and proclaimed the Ten Com- 

2 On this exceptional position of the Sinai tradition see G. von Rad, Das form- 
gescJnchtliche Problem des Hexateuch, Stuttgart 1938, reprinted in Ges. Studien, 
pp. 2ofF. ; Noth, Pentateuch, pp. 63fF. 

® See above, p. 115- 
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mandments (Ex. xx). Upon this promulgation of the divine will 
follows the people’s entering into an engagement in the form of a 
cultic festival (Ex. xxiv).** Wc have already said earlier on that this 
narrative sequence does not derive directly from historical events, but 
is probably the “festival legend” belonging to a major cultic celebra¬ 
tion,, the old festival of the renewal of the covenant. To this compact 
block of narrative, as we have already designated it, are attached in 
chs. xxxii-xxxiii several smaller units of tradition which, while 
certainly belonging to Sinai, have only a loose connexion with the 
actual revelation itself. In ch. xxxiv. there comes a second proclama¬ 
tion of commandments, necessitated by the breaking of the Tables 
(ch. XXXII). It was a very adroit insertion, allowing as it did the redactor 
of J and E to keep a place for the Jahwist’s account of the proclamation 
of the commandments, which Ex. xx (E) had really rendered superfluous. 

In the Priestly Document the Sinai pericope is much bigger. But 
once we remove the mass of cultic regulations, including the whole of 
the Holiness Code (PH, Lev. xv 11-XXvi), which were only attached to 
it secondarily, the following sequence of events stands out. The “glory 
of Jahweh” came down upon Sinai: Moses is summoned to go up and 
receives instructions for the building of the Tabernacle, and for the 
investiture and installation of Aaron and his sons as priests : Bezaleel and 
Aholiab are to make ready the Tabernacle with all its furnishings 
together with Aaron’s vestments (Ex. XXIV.156-XXXI. 17 ). By a free¬ 
will offering which Moses had called upon them to make, the people 
collect the materials required; and when Bezaleel has erected the Taber¬ 
nacle, the “glory of Jahweh” comes down upon it and fills the holy 
tent (Ex. xxxv-XL). Then follows the consecration of Aaron and his 
sons as priests (Lev. viii)and their first sacrifice, which is again approved 
by the appearance of the “glory of Jahweh” (Lev. ix). The conclusion 
was formed by the separation and consecration of the Levites to their 
more menial service in the cult (Num. iii,iv). 

^ The source E dominates in the picture of the events at Sinai (Ex. xixf., xxiv) . Of 
J, the obviously very ancient tradition of a covenant meal (vss. 9 - 11 ) is important. J’s 
proclamation of the commandments which runs parallel to the Elohistic decalogue is 
now to be found in Ex. xxxiv, but the series of commandments which we meet with 
there is probably a secondary substitution which had to be inserted when the two source 
documents were combined, because J’s original decalogue was identical with that of 
E, or at any rate approximated very closely to it in tenor. Rowley takes Ex. xxxiv as 
a south Judean tradition and believes that the series of commandments can be taken as 
the old Kenite decalogue {Moses ar\6 the Decalogue, Manchester i 95 i»pp. 88fF.). 
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What both of the accounts, the Sinai pericopcs of JE and of the 
Priestly Document, have in common is the tradition of a divine revela¬ 
tion at Sinai, and this of a revelation through which Israel had pro¬ 
claimed to her the basic regulations for her life before and with Jahweh. 
But the differences are equally clear. The regulations in the older Sinai 
tradition were regulations for secular, everyday life: the Decalogue 
was, as we shall see more precisely later on, the proclamation of a 
divine sovereign right over every sphere of human life. On the other 
hand, the content of the Priestly Document is the revelation of a sacral 
order: it orders the life of the cult, and along with it the whole intricate 
system of sacrifices and rites, by means of which Israel was to effect 
communion with God. This is a concomitant of P’s view that the 
decisive event in the Sinai revelation was God’s coming to dwell in 
the midst of Israel, the appearance of the “glory of Jahweh.” By so 
doing Jahweh had come near to Israel in such a way as to make P’s 
comprehensive cultic regulations and safeguards essential. 

2. THE SIGNIFICANCE OF THE COMMANDMENTS’ 

When commandments are the subject, theologians and laymen alike 
think immediately of the Decalogue. The place of the latter in the 
structure of the Hexateuch’s saving history is as a matter of fact unique 
and programmatical. But more recent form-critical investigations have 
shown that it is far from being so very singular, or the only representa¬ 
tive of its kind and class. There is a considerable number of such series 
of commandments, some of which seem even older than our Deca¬ 
logue in its present (Elohistic or Deuteronomistic) form. The first to 
be mentioned in this connexion would be the Shechemite Dodecalogue 
(Deut. XXVII. 15 fF.), an extremely old series of curses directed against 
offences that might have taken place “in secret” (cf. the ^1103 in vss. 15 
and 24), and all of which are, for that reason, quite outwith the control 
of the community and of its ability to punish them. So, too, the torso 
in Ex. XXI. 12, 15-17, to which Alt drew attention, has a form which 
gives the impression of great antiquity.® In Lev. xix. 13-18 there is a 

® M. Noth, Die GesetzeimPentateuch, ihre Voraussetzungenund ihr Sinn, Halle I940, 
reprinted in Ges. Studien; A. Alt, Die Urspriinge des israelitischen Rechts, in K . S . , VOL . I , 
pp. 278ff.; S. Mowinckel, leDecalogue; W. Zimmerli, “Ich bin Jahweh,” in Festschrij 
A. Alt, pp. i79ff.; W. Elliger, “ich bin der Herr - euer Gott,” in Theologie als Glaub- 
enswagnis. Festschrift Karl Heim, Hamburg 1954, pp. gff. 

® Alt, K.S VOL . I, p. 311 * 
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series of twelve commandments which, in its clarity and the universal 
validity of its statements, approximates very closely to the Decalogue. 
These series of commandments themselves presuppose considerable 
pastoral as well as theological reflexion ,* for all of them must once have 
been put together by priests, on the basis of deliberate selection from a 
very much ampler store of tradition. They all owe their existence to 
the endeavour to outline Jahweh’s whole will for men in the shortest 
possible form. And while unquestionably certain differences in age can 
be made out in this fairly considerable amount of material, still, it may 
occasion surprise that the Decalogue does not actually stand at the 
farthest point of this historical series. At all events, it retains certain 
indications which put it beyond question that it had had a past life 
before it attained its present form in Ex. xx or Deut. v. The positive 
formulation of the commandment concerning parents, and that con¬ 
cerning the Sabbath, can certainly be taken as a secondary alteration of a 
series once given throughout in the negative form-the breaking up 
of the old form here and the reshaping of the negative commandment 
as a positive one is an interesting process.7 More will need to be said 
about the interpretation to which the commandment forbidding 
images was submitted: with it too an older formulation than that 
represented by the Decalogue is clearly discernible. Einally, it can be 
shown that, to begin with, the commandment forbidding stealing 
specifically envisaged kidnapping (cf. Ex. xxi. 16 ; Deut. xxiv. 7 ), and 
that it was only subsequently generalised to arrive at the sense in which 
we know it now .8 Thus, Israel herself worked for a long time on the 
Decalogue before it became so universal and concise in form and con¬ 
tent as to be capable of standing for an adequate outline of the whole 
will of Jahweh for Israel. 

In its first section, including therein the Eourth Commandment, the 
Decalogue deals with man’s duties towards God, and in its second with 
man’s duties towards man. At the head of this latter section stands the 
commandment to honour one’s parents, which is followed by ordi¬ 
nances safeguarding the life, marriage, property, and honour of one’s 
neighbour.® The “thou” in this series of commandments addresses 

’ The older and still negatively formulated version of the fifth commandment is to 
be found in Deut. xxvii. 16 and Ex. xxi. 17. 

®Ak, K.S., VOL. I, pp. 333 ff- 

® Even with “coveting” what is in question is an act, illegal machinations, as J. 
Herrmann has shown in Festschrift fur E. Sellin, Leipzig 1927, pp. 6 gff. Cf. Mic. n. 2. 
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Israel as well as the individual-it is the form of address and the con¬ 
ceptual form belonging to a time when the individual standing in 
independence over against a group was still unknown^® 

Now, the Decalogue raises one of the most important of all the 
questions in the theology of the Old Testament-how is this will for 
Israel to be understood theologically? The answer cannot be obtained 
from the Decalogue itself, since the Decalogue has to some extent been 
made absolute, but only from the context in which it is embedded. 
Now there can be no doubt that it is the proclamation of the Decalogue 
over her which puts Israel’s election into effect. The words of the revela¬ 
tion begin with Jahweh’s introduction of himself, in which he appeals 
to the saving act of the liberation from Egypt-those addressed are 
thus the ransomed of Jahweh.^^ But, according to antiquity’s under¬ 
standing, entry into a special relationship with a god was inconceivable 
without the acceptance and binding recognition of specific ordinances. 
Thus, only as Jahweh proclaimed his sovereign rights over Israel, and 
only as Israel accepted this will, was Israel’s appropriation made com¬ 
plete. The proclamation of the divine will for justice is like a net 
thrown over Israel: it is the completion of her conveyance to Jahweh. 
This understanding of the Decalogue has been given a new force as a 
result of more recent form-critical investigations, which show that, 
in the Israel of the period of the Judges, and probably even later, the 
Decalogue formed the mid-point and climax of a very solemn event, 
namely, the festival of the renewal of the covenant at Shechem, which, 
as may be deduced from Deut.xxxi.iof., took place every seven years. 
A number of references to it allow us to make a fairly certain recon¬ 
struction of its liturgical sequence. What serves as the basis of our 
information is, first and foremost, the Sinai pericopeofJE itself: it can 
practically be designated as the quondam festal legend of this covenant 
festival. But there is also Deut. xxvii. pfF., and, above all, the whole lay¬ 
out of Deuteronomy itself (Deut. vi. —xxvm). As well as these there 
are Pss. rand Lxxxi. According to all this-questions of detail aside— 
the following parts can be recognised in the liturgical sequence of this 
great festival :(i) a paraenetic introduction; ( 2 ) proclamation of the 
commandments; (3) the making of the covenant; (4) blessing and 

The consistent direction of the will of God on the isolated individual is only 
completed in the theological Wisdom literature (Ps. cxix). See below, pp. 443b 

The “introduction” to the Decalogue is to be translated “I am Jahweh, your God,” 
and not “I, Jahweh, am your God”: W. Zimmerli, in Festschrift Alt.^pp, lypfF. 


cursc.^^ If Israel at regular intervals celebrated the revelation at Sinai in 
the cult in such a way, wc can in turn deduce from this how ardently 
she looked on this divine revelation as momentous. With this proclama¬ 
tion of the divine law something came about for her, and that not only 
in the so-called “spiritual sphere”; rather did this conveyance to Jah¬ 
weh have its consequences principally on the plane of concrete histori¬ 
cal events. For in this cultic celebration Israel gave expression to the fact 
that the event which took place at Sinai had an undiminished import¬ 
ance for each age : it was renewed upon each succeeding generation : 
it was for all of them “contemporary” (cf. Deut. v. 2-4, xxix. lofF. 
[9fF.l). 

G-addition, this explains the non-cultic character of the Decalogue, 
on the basis of which so far-reaching conclusions used to be drawn. 
If the festival of the renewal of the covenant was a pilgrimage 
festival, then the exclusive concentration, on the ethical is understand¬ 
able. The people addressed by the Decalogue were, of course, the laity; 
and they were addressed with reference to their everyday affairs, their 
secular intercourse with one another in their communal life up and 
down the country, i.e. with reference to the life they had to live once 
the covenant was made and they had gone back to their homes. For the 
cult was the priests’ concern—special care for it was not imposed upon 
the pilgrims, least of all outside in their everyday secular life, far from 
the shrine. It was therefore quite beside the mark to base on the non- 
cultic character of the Decalogue conclusions, say, about an affinity 
between the Decalogue and the preaching of the great prophets, or 
about the non-cultic character of what Moses himself founded.^^ 

But the most important question is that of the proper theological 
evaluation of the commandments. New force has now been given to 
the idea that Israel understood the revelation of the commandments 
as a saving event of the first rank, and celebrated it as such. In all 
circumstances the close connexion between commandments and cove¬ 
nant must be kept in view. As we saw, Israel certainly did not under¬ 
stand the Decalogue as an absolute moral law prescribing ethics : she 
rather recognised it as a revelation vouchsafed to her at a particular 
moment in her history, through which she was offered the saving gift 

Details in von Rad, Ges, Studien^ pp. 28 fF., 33 fF., M. Noth, Ges.Studien, 

pp. 88f£; H. J. Kraus, Gottesdienst in Israel, pp. 49^* 

So for example P. Volz, Mose und seinlVcrky 2 nd edn. Tiibingen 1932 , pp. Syf, 
9off-; S. Mowinckel, leDkahgiteyip. 104. 
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of life. The proclamation of the commandments and the promise of 
life were obviously closely connected in the liturgy from a very early 
time (cf. Ezek. xv 111.5-9). The paraenescs in Deuteronomy continually 
play variations on this basic idea, which had certainly been established 
long before: with the commandments Jahweh has offered to his people 
life; with the hearing of the commandments Israel was placed in the 
position of decision for life or for death Certainly, Jahweh looked for 
this decision from Israel; but in no case were these commandments 
prefixed to the covenant in a conditional sense, as if the covenant would 
only come into effect once obedience had been rendered. The situation 
is rather the reverse. The covenant is made, and with it Israel receives 
the revelation of the commandments. We find the same order even 
in the late Deutcronomy-Israel has become the people of God 
(“today you have become the people of Jahweh, your God,” Deut. 
XXV11.9), and to this predication in the indicative mood is joined the 
demand to attend to the divine will for justice and to obey it (“listen 
therefore to the voice of Jahweh, your God,” Deut. xxvii. 10 ). But 
even if this declaration referring to an accomplished fact and to the 
present time is taken as valid, and it is recognised that the covenant was 
completed at a point in time when Israel had as yet had no opportunity 
at all to prove herself in these commandments, the Decalogue could 
still have been understood as a burdensome law. But for a “law” in the 
narrower sense of the word, instruction for the moral life, the Deca¬ 
logue lacks what is of first importance -the positive filling-out, without 
which a law is scarcely conceivable. Instead, apart from the two well- 
known exceptions, it refrains from any attempt to set up positive 
norms for the affairs of life. It confines itself to a few basic negations; 
that is, it is content with, as it were, signposts on the margins of a wide 
sphere of life to which he who belongs to Jahweh has to give heed. 
It is this persistence in negations which is particularly characteristic in 
all these “tables,” alike Deut. xxvii.i 5 fF. and Lev. xix. i3fF. and others. 
Even in Ezekiel, that is, in the prophet whom many have held to be the 
father of a rigorous “legalism,” there is a table of instruction of this 
kind: he who belongs to Jahweh does not sacrifice upon the moun¬ 
tains, does not practise extortion, does not take interest or practise 
usury, etc. (Ezek. xvm.bff.). Here it is perfectly clear that these series 

Deut. XXX. i5fF.[i6fF.], iv. 1 , v. 30 [ 33 ], viii. 1 , xvi. 20, xxii. 7; cf. Ezek. xviii. rg, 
XX. II, 13, 21, XXXIII, 16, 19; Lev. xviii.5. Cf. also the late D'’'’nnTin, Ecclesiasticus 

XVII. II, XLV.5. 


of commandments arc not in the least intended to sketch anything like 
an ethic, for they contain no maximum demands of Jahweh. In fact 
the reverse could more easily be maintained-it is only in negatives, 
that is, from the angle of what is absolutely displeasing to Jahweh, 
that the marks of him who belongs to Jahweh are described. Within 
the sphere of life thus circumscribed by the commandments there lies 
a wide field of moral action which remains completely unregulated 
(after all, idolatry, murder, and adultery were not constant occurrences 
in Israel’s everyday life). If then these commandments do not subject 
life in any way to a comprehensive normative law, it is more appropri¬ 
ate for us to say that in certain marginal situations they demand 
avowal of Jahweh, and this avowal consists precisely in abstaining from 
doing certain things displeasing to him. What holds true for all the 
“laws” in the Old Testament holds true for the Decalogue as well— 
its recipients, the group to which it addresses itself, are not some kind of 
secular community, as for example the state, still less human society 
as such; it is the community of Jahweh.^® It is therefore unnecessary to 
emphasise further that such demands as we have in these “tables” 
were regarded as capable of fulfilment, and that easily. What is most 
significant, however, is that, in the moment of her conveyance to 
Jahweh, Israel was not lifted up into a special kind of sacral existence. 
Instead of stressing sacral distinctions, the Decalogue in a quite ele 
mentary fashion watches over man in his humanity. 

It follows from all this that the theologian has to be very careful in 
his terminology, and has to ask himself how far our word “law” covers 
the data in the Old Testament. In the Old Testament the Ten Com¬ 
mandments are never spoken of as law: they are called only “the Ten 
Words” (□nannmt!;:? Ex. XXXIV. 28; Deut. rv. 13, x. 4), and right 
down to the end Israel sang the praises of the revelation of the divine 
will for justice as a saving blessing of a very high order. It was a guaran¬ 
tee of her election, for in it Jahweh had shown his people a way and a 
statute. It was for Israel’s good Deut. X. 13) that these com¬ 

mandments were imposed upon her, and in Deuteronomy Moses says 
of them: “Eor this is your wisdom and your understanding in the sight 
of the peoples, if they hear of these ordinances. They will say ‘How 
wise and understanding is this people ! ’ Eor where is there so great a 
nation to whom God is so near as Jahweh, our God, whenever we call 
upon him? And where is there so great a people that has statutes and 
M. Noth, Ges. Studien, pp. 32ff. 
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ordinances so righteous as all this Torah which I have set before you 
this day?” (Deut. iv.6-S). 

One of the most sublime epithets with which Israel extolled tliese 
commandments was that they were “righteous,” which means that in 
revealing them Jahweh had given proof of his loyalty to his community 
relationship with Israeli® There is no terror here, and no sighing, as if 
they were a burden, but only thankfulness and praise (Pss. xix. 8 fF.[ 7 fF.], 
cxix). Israel only encountered the law in its function as judge and 
destroyer at the time of the preaching of the prophets. 

Unconditional acceptance of these commandments was, of course, 
demanded of Israel. In the Old Testament as in the New, the offer of 
salvation confronted those to whom it was made with the question of 
obedience. That refusal to accept the commandments brought the curse 
of Jahweh in its train Israel said many times and in many ways. In what 
remains of the liturgy of the old festival of the renewal of the covenant 
at Shechem there is from the point of view of form-criticism the closest 
connexion between the announcement of the commandments and the 
curse (Deut. xxvii. iifr.)d^ In this sense, then, meeting with Jahweh 
meant a decision about life and death. When Israel heard this utterance, 
she was put in a position from which there was no more going back. 
Both Deuteronomy and the Holiness Code make blessing and cursing 
follow upon the proclamation of the commandments^® 

Jahweh’s commandments were all-sufficient in the sense that they 
did not intrinsically require any substantiation to legitimate them before 

Deut. IV. 8 ; Ps. xix. io[ 9 ],cxix .7 and frequently. For the understanding of pTS, 
see below, pp. 37 olf 

Deut. XXVII. 11 - 13 , i 5 ff.; Josh. xxiv. 25 fF. Both Deuteronomy and the Holiness 
Code make blessing and cursing follow on the proclamation of the commandments 
(Deut. xxxvni;Lev. xxvi). 

Noth brought penetrating criticism to bear on this Deuteronomic promise of 
blessing, because a law announces penalty in the case of disobedience, but assumes 
obedience as a matter of course, and does not in addition reward it with blessing. Be¬ 
sides, the blessing is in fact already promised in Deuteronomy in advance and quite 
unconditionally, so that its realisation is not bound up with Israel’s performance of 
obedience (Ger. Stiidieti^ pp. i 65 ff.). But Deuteronomy, the revelation ofjahweh’s will 
for Israel, can no longer be taken in the usual sense as a legal ordinance, for what it is 
concerned with is Jahweh’s saving turning towards Israel as such. Thus it is scarcely 
justifiable to understand the promise of blessing as a rather inappropriate secondary 
appendix to the curses. For outside of this too Jahweh had reserved it to himself to 
reward human obedience. For the idea of reward see G. Bornkamm, “Der Lohn- 
gedanke im NT,” in Eo. Th.y 1946-7 , pp. 143ff. 


men, except perhaps the tautological one that, just because they are 
commandments of Jahweh, they therefore bind men to acceptance.^® 
So wc find in Lev. xix. 13-18 one of those great series of negative 
commandments in which each individual commandment ended in the 
obviously substantiating clause miT’ this was quite certainly a 
liturgical usage. Deuteronomy preserves a commandment, doubtless a 
very old one, prohibiting the eating of any kind of carrion, which is 
followed by the postscript substantiating it-“for you arc a people 
holy to Jahweh” (Deut. xiv. 21 ). The same holds for the prohibitions, 
once again very ancient, which issue in the lapidary clause that this or 
that is “an abomination to Jahweh” (mnmnrin), that is, something 
absolutely incompatible with the cult of Jahwch.^^ These are, as was 
said, theological tautologies and not substantiations proper. Alongside 
this absolutely categorical form, however, we do also find substantia¬ 
tions in the full sense, which are clearly designed to make the prohibi¬ 
tions or the commandments in some sense comprehensible to people, 
or at least to arrange them in a connexion which is meaningful for 
them. Indeed, these endeavours obviously increased, for the substantia¬ 
tions appear much more frequently in the later collections of laws, 
Deuteronomy and the Holiness Code, than in the Book of the Cove¬ 
nant. Admittedly, their form of argumentation is very different in 
different cases. On occasion they restrict themselves to a quite simple, 
matter-of-fact interpretation: thus, for example, ill-treatment of a slave 
resulting in his death is not punished, “for it is a matter of his [the 
owner’s] own money” (Ex. xxi. 21 ).^^ More significant are the cases 
in which the substantiation contains an ethical appeal: a millstone is 
not to be taken in pledge, for this would mean taking a life in pledge 
(Deut. XXIV. 6 ). In the case of punishment by beating, only a set 
number of stripes is to be given, “that your brother be not degraded 
in your sight” (Deut. xxv. 3). Judges are to guard against taking any 
bribe “for a present makes those who see [RSV, the officials] blind” 
(Ex. XXIII. 8 ). The most important are of course the theological inter¬ 
pretations proper. Any kind of eating of blood is forbidden, “for in the 

Eor what follows cf. B. Gemser, “Motive clauses in Old Testament Law,” in 
Vet r«f.,Suppl. I (i 953)» PP- 5ofF. 

The motivating miT' '’3X has fallen out at the end of some of the sentences because 
the liturgical structure became forgotten. 

Deut. xvn. i, xxii. 5»xxiii. 19 [iS], xxv. 16. It is to be assumed that these ancient 
laws concerning to*ebah once formed a liturgical series. 

“ Cf. Deut. XXI. 17; Lev. xix. 2 of. 
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blood is the life” (Lev. xvn. 14). "Thou shalt not utter the name of 
Jahweh blasphemously, for Jahwch docs not leave him unpunished 
who utters his name blasphemously” (Ex. xx. 7). The commandment 

against shedding human blood is substantiated by the fact that man i S 

made in the image of God (Gen. ix. 6). Alongside these theological 
substantiations there arc, finally, those which have their grounding 
in the saving history, either as commandments which had to be obeyed 
because they were issued and complied with in the saving history earlier, 
or because Israel was to remember the bondage in Egypt, etc.^® Since 
no such substantiating interpretations are to be found in any of the 
great legal codcsoutwith Israel, we have to see in them something 
which belonged specifically to the Israelite legal tradition. No doubt 
they began as a further expression of the penetrating quality of that 
will for justice which stripped people of any excuse of not having 
understood. But something more enters in. Jahweh wants obedience, 
admittedly; but he also wants men who understand his command¬ 
ments and ordinances, that is, men who assent inwardly as well. The 
obedience which Jahweh wants is the obedience of men who have come 
of age. Thus Deuteronomy, which makes a more earnest endeavour 
than any other code to explain the commandments of Jahweh by 
preaching, has the right to say "very near to thee is the word, in thy 
mouth and in thine heart" (Deut. xxx. 14). 

If these substantiations show how Jahweh's commandment does 
not leave men alone, and how it goes with them and always explains 
itself to them anew, this same process is still more clearly to be dis¬ 
cerned in the supplements which develop an older negative command¬ 
ment on the positive side. 

"Thou shalt not hate thy brother in thy heart, (rather) shalt thou 
reason with thy neighbour, lest thou burden thyself with sin because 
of him." 

"Thou shalt not avenge thyself, and also not bear a grudge against 
thy fellow, (but) thou shalt love thy neighbour as thyself" (Lev. xix. 
lyf.). 

Here interpretation is not restricted to explanation of the meaning 
of the requirement: it is as good as set alongside the original in the 
form of a second demand. Even so it is still a matter of a "legal inter¬ 
pretation," thoughof a very independent kind. Israel's ear was begin¬ 
ning to get keener-people were feeling that behind the negative 

E.g;. Ex. xxm. 15 ; Lev. XXI 11 .43; Deut. v. I5- 
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requirement lay a different and constructive significance. An urge 
sprang up to fill the space made free by the negative commandment 
with a positive content corresponding exactly to the significance the 
negative once had. With the commandments about parents and about 
the Sabbath in the Decalogue the procedure is somewhat different, 
for here the negative and original formulation got dropped com¬ 
pletely, and the positive one alonekept the field. Still, all thisamounts 
only to Just a small part of something eminently characteristic of the 
whole tradition of the commandments of Jahweh in ancient Israel: 
Israel regarded the will of Jahweh as extremely fl©<ible, ever and again 
adapting itself to each situation where there had been religious, poli¬ 
tical, or economic change. Leaving the ossification of the post-exilic 
period out of the picture, Jahweh's will for Justice positively never stood 
absolutely above time for Israel, for every generation was summoned 
anew to hearken to it as valid for itself and to make it out for itself. 
This once again makes clear that the commandments were not a law, 
but an event, with whichjahweh specifically confronted every genera¬ 
tion in its own hicdumnc, and to which it had to take up its position. 
Thegrandestexamplein thewholefield of such fresh interpretation is 
Deuteronomy, which set itself the task of proclaiming the will of 
Jahweh to a time which in no sphere of its life any longer resembled 
that era when Jahweh first spoke to his people.®* Later on we shall 
have to show how Deuteronomy, I ike the earlier codes, gives a variety 
of substantiations of the commandments which Jahweh promulgated. 
But it shows a new feature too; it also gives an inner motivation for 
the keeping of the commandments: love for Jahweh and thankfulness 
to him will lead Israel into obedience. 

There is of course another new feature in Deuteronomy. It not only 
speaks of the "laws, statutes, and Judgments," but also, since it was in a 
position to understand the large body of totally unconnected com¬ 
mandments promulgated here and there by Jahweh as a single entity, 
"the Torah of Jahweh," it could regard them as a theological unity. 

^ See below, p. 231. An extreme example of such a reinterpretation which makes 
the matter relevant for the present time is to be found in Ezek. xx. The prophet 
not only sees the whole of the saving history as an undertaking that has foundered 
because of the disobedience of Israel, but he views the dawn of the time ofjudgment as 
early as the day when Jahweh revealed his commandments. Jahweh gave them 
“statutes and ordinances which were not good, by which they could not have life” 
(vs. 25). In this connexion Ezekiel is thinking of the commandment concerning the 
offering of the first-bom children. W. Zimmerli in Z,Th.K., 1951, pp. 253 flf. 
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Without any doubt Deuteronomy, in so doing, broke through to a 
new and very important insight, the background of which was con¬ 
centrated thought. All the individual directions are now looked on as 
parts of a basically indivisible revelation of the will of Jahweli. At the 
same time, however, as the result of this, the concept of Jahweh’s 
revelation finally outgrew the sphere of the cult. It was in the cult 
that older Israel encountered commandments and series of com¬ 
mandments, as well as the priestly Toroth. But “the” Torah was a 
matter for theological instruction, and its SitzirnLeben now became 
more and more the heart of man. The so-called Wisdom Psalms, 
particularly Pss. land cxix, only play variations upon the theme 
which Deuteronomy and the Deuteronomist had already struck up: 
men are to keep these words in their hearts and they are to be present 
to them in every situation in life (Deut. vi.6£; Josh. i. 8), Two ex¬ 
pressions keep recurring in these psalms-this revelation of the will of 
Jahweh is the subject of ceaseless meditation and ceaseless joy. Man is 
unremittingly busied with it »alike in the sphere of his emotional life 
and in his mental capacities. Without any doubt, there is also an 
anthropological question lying behind these psalms-the question as 
to the character of the man who is justified before God. In consequence 
there comes to view in them the picture of a man whose spiritual 
life is completely filled by God’s addressing him and who for his 
action too derives every power from the word of God: for where a 
man so lays himself open to “the Torah,” all will be well. We ought to 
give careful consideration to the question whether the spirit of these 
psalms should be labelled as “legal piety” or even as Pharisaic comfort. 
The fact that the revelation of the will of Jahweh is an object not only 
of joy, but of intense meditation, is not in itself enough to justify such 
verdicts. For there is as well an absence of all reflexion about the 
possibility of fulfilment, and of any demarcation of the permissible 
from the forbidden, etc. Compared with actual legal piety, which in 
fact knows itself always threatened by its own inability, these psalms 
breathe a surprisingly ingenuous piety. I should like to make the fol¬ 
lowing brief observations on Ebeling’s criticisms of the reserve here 
shown in making use of the term “law/’^^i.The days for operating with 
the term “law” in Old Testament theology are long past. It long 
ago fell out of use in theological discussions of the subject. 2 . As a 
result of investigation into the form of the commandments and their 
^ Z. TLX., 1958, pp. 288f.; and now WortundGlaube, Tubingen 1960 . 


place in the cult, research has once again come up against the will of 
Jahweh as demand, and the question of its correct theological classifica¬ 
tion. But any linking up with the theological terminology formerly in 
use is ruled out at the present time, for on the one hand the terms there 
employed are much too general, while on the other, in the Old Testa¬ 
ment data as seen today there arc very marked differences, and, from 
the theological angle, the data have not as yet been reduced to such a 
common factor of meaning as to allow them to be summed up and 
labelled in the way they used to be. 3 . Today our clear task consists in 
reaching the most exact possible theological understanding of the will 
of Jahweh for Israel, and seeing to it that the knowledge opening up has 
no obstacles laid in its path by terms which, though traditional, are no 
longer really appropriate. It was never in my mind to suggest the term 
law is illegitimate in the Old Testament, and simply the mark of 
theological misunderstanding. But the question as to where Israel 
listened to what dogmatics understands by law, and what she herself 
clearly regarded as law, is not so easy to answer^*^: this is particularly true 
for what is said of earlier Jahwism. 

The way leading to the end of this understanding of the law was 
opened up as early as the post-exilic period. It is, of course, a matter of 
a long and partly unseen process. The end was reached at the point 
where the law became an absolute quantity, that is, when it ceased to 
be Understood as the saving ordinance of a special racial group (the 
cultic community of Israel) linked to it by the facts of history, and when 
it stepped out of this function of service and became a dictate which im¬ 
periously called into being its own community. In this way it fmally 
became a “law” in the normal sense of the term, a law which had to be 
adhered to word by word, indeed letter by letter. Certainly, this cannot 
yet be said of Deuteronomy, for Deuteronomy is all too clearly related 
to a quite definite historical form of the Israel of its own time which it 
is intended to serve. Indeed, in reducing all the profusion of the com¬ 
mandments to the one fundamental commandment, to love God (Deut. 
VI. 4), and in concerning itself so earnestly with the inner, the spiritual, 
meaning of the commandments, Deuteronomy rather looks like a last 
stand against the beginning of a legalisation. Pss. i and CXix also seem to 

Cf. VOL. n of this work, Pt III, ch D, and also above, p. i9<5: “Israel only encoun¬ 
tered the law in its function as judge and destroyer at the time of the preaching of the 
prophets.” 

W. Zimmerli, “Das Gesetz im Altem Testament,” in T/ 1 .L.Z., i 960 , cols. 48 Iff 
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me still to stand completely on this side of this fateful change, since the 
fact that, in both of them, Jahweh’s revealed will is understood as an 
independent and profitable subject for thankful meditation cannot 
by itself be taken as proof of the change to a legalistic way of thinking. 
Noth is of course right in saying that even the very fact of Israel’s sub¬ 
mission to the complete legal heritage, which in its parts derivedfrom 
very varied statutes, was bound sooner or later to lead to legali sation 
and to the transfer of interest solely to the side of human obedience .28 
This is certainly heralded in the Chronicler’s oft-repeated assurances 
that this or that cultic act was celebrated in strict accordance with the 
prescriptions of the Torah. In Dan. lalso, that is in a story which 
probably dates back as early as the time of the Diaspora in Persia, the 
way in which the dietary laws are conceived is legalistic. Here it is no 
longer a matter of an ordinance which a cultic community imposed 
upon itself, in order to demarcate itself from certain definite other 
practices, but it is a matter of regulations which were no longer at all 
understood in their former polemical sense. Admittedly, the legalising 
of the regulations which had to do with cleanliness began at a com¬ 
paratively early date^/The legalising of the Torah was thus a process 
which happened at different times in accordance with the different 
subjects contained in it. 

Later, the revelation at Sinai had also the so-called Book of the 
Covenant (Ex. xxi-xXIii) added to it. This was a process of literary 
redaction, for originally this little corpus had nothing to do with the 
revelation at Sinai proper, and, as far as the history of tradition goes, 
it has quite different roots. None the less the insertion is of considerable 
importance, and confronts us with fresh questions : the will for justice 
which had become revealed to Israel now stands upon a much broader 
basis and has become much more detailed. If the Decalogue had only 
fenced off Israel’s life on the outside with negative commandments, 
now what lies within this sphere is here subjected to a divine ordering 
by means of a variety of positive and negative commandments. In its 
first section (Ex. xxi. i-XXii. 16 ) the Book of the Covenant for the 
most part contains casuistic regulations about the law of slavery, 
liability, deposits, lien, etc. The second section (Ex. XXn. 17-xxiii. Ig) 
gives cultic regulations concerning the year of jubilee, the Sabbath 
rest, and the three annual festivals. All this raises the question whether 
the appearance or the increase of the “legalistic” is not already recog- 
M. Noth, Ges, Studien, pp. ii2fF. 
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nisable in the incorporation of the Book of the Covenant. On the 
other hand, it should be borne in mind that this law itself only comes 
in after the completion of the election, and that the insertion does not 
at any point indicate that it is to be understood as an increasing strict¬ 
ness in Jahweh’s will which brings an alteration in Israel’s situation 
viS’-h-vis Jahweh. The Book of the Covenant ends with a paraenetic 
divine utterance emphatically assuring Israel ofjahweh’s protection and 
guidance (Ex. xxm. 20-33), and thereafter the covenant is completed 
(Ex. XXIV. I ff.). We intend to take up elsewhere the question touched 
upon here, for in this respect the Book of the Covenant has indeed 
only stepped out along a road which led in Deuteronomy to a con¬ 
clusion which was thoroughly thought through from every theological 
viewpoint.^® 

3 . THE FIRST COMMANDMENT AND JAHWBH’S 
HOLY ZEAL 

It is Striking that the commandment not to worship other gods does 
not occur in the Shecheirdte dodecalogue (Deut.xxv11.15fF.), that is, 
in the sequence which seems to us to be the more ancient. The dodeca¬ 
logue begins with the commandment forbidding the making of images. 
This will in fact have, to be explained on the basis of contemporary 
requirements. In the time of the earlier and of the oldest Israel, that is, 
in the period of the Judges when, still with a wholly peasant economy, 
she occupied the hill-country in central Palestine and had as yet no 
substantial contacts with alien cults, the danger of apostasy from 
Jahwism, or of syncretism, was not so acute for the general run of the 
people as of course it soon became. This of course does not mean that 
the first commandment as such is later in date than the others. On the 
contrary, there can be no doubt that this coefficient of intense intoler- 

Since the Book of the Covenant contains the lex talionis (Ex. xxi. 23-25, cf. Lev. 
XXIV, iSfE; Dent. XIX. 21), we should at least remark in passing that the popular idea 
that this “an eye for an eye and a tooth for a tooth” simply contains the basic principle 
of the legal thinking of the Old Testament is wrong. The words are not formulated in 
the style which has its roots in Jahwism, but derive originally from Canaanite sacral 
law (A. Alt in Z.A. BZ,, 1934, pp. 303fF.) and are restricted to specific cases of bodily 
injury or homicide. Ancient Israel’s legal thinking is in general not at all built on the 
principle of a strictly equal claim for compensation. On the lex talionis, see W. 
Preiser, “Vergeltung imd S&e im altisraelitischen Strafrecht,” in Festschrift fur Eber- 
hard Schmidt, edd. P. Bockehnann andW. Gallas, Gottingen 1961, pp. yiF., and particu¬ 
larly pp. 28ff. 
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ance was a characteristic of Jahwisni from the very beginning. The 
statement “whoso sacrifices to other gods must be utterly destroyed” 
(Ex. XXII. 19 [20]) appears to be, in form and content alike, an older 
version of the corresponding commandment in the Decalogue.^® The 
prohibition against taking the name of alien gods upon one’s lips occurs 
in a concluding redactional note outside a series, and could on that 
account be later (Ex. Xxiii. 13 ). The question as to the way in which 
Israel interpreted this commandment, which was at all times for her 
the commandment par excellence, is, however, much more important 
than these classifications. The formulation in the Decalogue, to have 
no other gods in defiance of Jahweh, is in actual fact the most general 
and least detailed of all the versions.®^ But precisely because of its inner 
spaciousness and its aptitude to be turned into a basic principle, this 
commandment was a fitting one to bind this side of Jahweh’s will on 
his people for all times and in their own particular circumstances. 

One interpretation of the first commandment is given by the Old 
Testament itself, and to begin with we must keep to it. In three 
passages the commandment to shun all alien cults has an allusion to 
Jahweh’s “zeal” connected with it-“for Jahweh is a zealous God” 
(Ex. XX. 5, XXXIV. 14 ; Deut. vi. In each of them the final 

clause introduced by “for” is to be taken as a legitimation, that is, as a 
theological substantiation. But there are other references as well which 
bring this commandment, or its breach, into connexion with Jahweh’s 
zeal in the same characteristic way (thus, for example. Josh. Xxiv. 19; 
Deut. XXXII. 16; i Kings xiv. 22). This means that in this case we are 
dealing with far more than merely an isolated linking together of 
ideas. But Jahweh’s zeal is also for its part brought into the closest 
possible connexion with his holiness (especially in Josh. xxrv. 19)—so 
much so that his zeal is simply understood as an expression of his 
holiness. We have therefore to discuss Jahweh’s holiness, his zeal, and 
the first commandment jointly, for they are inseparable in concept. 

The text is rendered following Alt’s emendation, X.5., vol . i , p. 3 ii,n. 2. 

There is much to be said for L. Kohler’s proposed translation of *’3D Vs? as “to defy 
me,” Th. R., 1929,p. 174. But, particularly on the basis of the language used in Deut. 
XXL 16, consideration should be given to the rendering “to my disadvantage,” W. F. 
Albright, VenderSteinzeitbiszum Christentum, Bern I949» p. 442. (Not in English 
edns.) 

Zimmerli has proved conclusively that the statements about jealousy in Ex. xx. 5 
do not refer to the commandment prohibiting images, but refer back beyond this 
commandment to the first commandment (Festschrift fur A. Bertholet, pp. 55ofF.). 
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Zeal and holiness are in fact only differently shaded expressions of one 
and the same characteristic of Jahwch.33 
Both in the history of religion in general and in Israel in particular, 
the experience of the holy is a primeval religious datum; that is, the 
concept of the holy cannot in any way be deduced from other human 
standards of value. It is not their elevation to the highest degree, nor is 
it associated with them by way of addition. The holy could much 
more aptly be designated the great stranger in the human world, that is, 
a datum of experience which can never really be co-ordinated into the 
world in which man is at home, and over against which he initially 
feels fear rather than trust-it is, in fact, the “wholly other.” Man’s 
effort to delimit the region in which the holy was revealed and in 
which it gained ground, in order on the one hand to safeguard it from 
any intermingling with the secular (Ex. xix. 12), and at the same time 
to guard the secular world from danger from it, is accordingly the 
mark of this difference. Israel too knew the region of the holy, the 
Temenos (Arabic Haram), in which standards and regulations applied 
which were different from those applicable outside of it-that is, 
sacral standards-and in which secular regulations were abrogated 
{vide the right of asylum). All to which the holy has a title is taken 
outwith ordinary usage : any claims which might be made upon it are 
extinguished. If an object or a place or a day or a man is “sanctified,” this 
means to begin with only that it is separated, assigned to God, for God 
is the source of all that is holy. All this makes it clear that the holy 
was experienced as a power, and not as something in repose; it was 
rather something urgent, and in every case incalculable.34 Considering 
that in the last analysis the holiness of all that is sanctified derives solely 
from its having been brought into contact with Jahweh, it has been 
rightly observed that the term indicates a relationship more than a 
quality.^^ The attempt to regulate it as far as possible in the cult by 
means of careful rites is explicable on the basis of a concern to safe¬ 
guard the holy from violation due to untoward intermingling with 

Jahweh’s holiness is treated by 0. Procksch, in Th. vol. i, pp. 88ff. Cf. 

further R. Asting, Die Heiligkeit im Urchristentum, Gottingen 1930, pp. 17-34; J- Hanel, 
D ie Religion dcr H eiligkeit, Giitersloh 193 i ; J. Pedersen, Israel 11 l-l V , pp. 264fF. ; s. 
Mowinckel, Religion und Kultus, pp. 3 off; H. Ringgren, The Prophetical Conception of 
H oil ness, Uppsala Universitets Arsskrifi, Uppsala and Leipzig 1948. 

J. Pedersen, Israel lll-IV, p. 264 . 

H. Ringgren, The Prophetical Conception of Holiness, p. 13. 
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the secular, and at the same time a concern not to be harmed by this 
unpredictable power. 

Although what has just been said holds good not only for ancient Israel, 
but also for wide areas of the history of mankind’s religion in general, 
Israel’s cult had all the same a quite peculiar stamp of its own. 
Even simple comparison with other religions shows that what the Old 
Testament has to say about holiness displays a quite different intensity, 
a vehemence even. In particular, it is much more rigorously bound to 
Jahweh himself, for when the holy appears in the non-Biblical religions, 
it is surprisingly enough much more neutral and impersonal, approxi¬ 
mating to something with an existence of its own.®® No doubt there is 
an astounding number of examples of material holiness in the Old 
Testament. Uzzah dies because he touches the ark (n Sam. vi.6f.), the 
altar is not to be touched (Ex. xxix. 37 , P), holy objects are not even to 
be looked upon (Num. iv.lS-ao, P), the holy is transferable (Lev. vi. 
2of. [zyf.]; Ezek. XLiv. 19), etc. This very considerable body of Old 
Testament evidence concerning holiness reveals the limitations of the 
great work of Rudolf Otto, in which the holy is related much too one- 
sidedly to man and his soul.®*^ Nor is it sufEcient from the point of view 
of theology more or less to write off what the Old Testament says about 
a material holiness as the relic of a concept of holiness which was still 
of natural growth.®® The references to it do not by any means occur 
only in the oldest documents as unedited residua of a pre-Jahwistic 
stage of religion; they persisted in Israel, even in the prophets, down to 
the latest period,®® Thus on the part of Old Testament theology, which 
has up to now paid too one-sided attention to the inward and spiritual, 
there will have to be a renewed interest directed precisely towards this 
material aspect of what the Old Testament has to say concerning holi¬ 
ness. It will also in particular have to give up assessing the data in the 
Old Testament against a concept of spirit quite out of keeping with the 
Old Testament. To be sure, the Old Testament does contain statements 
about holiness that are most lofty in their spirituality-Hos. xi, g is one 
of the most sublime-and it gives accounts of experiences of the holy 
which lead into the intimate sphere of the personal (Is. Vi. 3-5). But this 
must not tempt us to pronounce that other group of statements to be 

J. Hand, Die Religion der Heiligkeit, pp. 22 ff. 

R. Otto, The Idea of the Uo\y, London 1926 . 

W. Eichrodt, Theologie, vol. i (Eng. trans.), p. 275. 

H. Ringgren, The PropheticalOotiception of Holiness, p. 18 . 
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something basically alien to Jahwism, for if we did, we should fail to 
recognise something which is of the utmost importance-the fact that 
Jahweh’s holiness wants to penetrate the whole of man, and is not 
satisfied merely with his soul. Israel at all times believed that Jahweh 
did not reveal his liolincss only to men, but he also sanctified things or 
places or times, and this meant that he claimed them as his own. But 
the times which he set apart for himself are not solely cultic. By an 
act ofjudgment or salvation he can ‘‘get himself glory” at any hour in 
history; that is, whenever he wants, he can make events happen which 
allow the doxa of his action in history to be recognised in an altogether 
immediate way. Thus on occasion the historical narratives speak of 
Jahweh’s “getting himself glory” in history (Ex. xiv. 4f., 17; Num. 
XX. 13 ; Lev. x. 3). This idea presupposes that Jahweh’s action in history 
is in general hidden, though on special occasions his doxa is made 
outwardly and visibly manifest. It is significant that Ezekiel, whose 
thought is so very strongly influenced by cultic ideas, speaks particu¬ 
larly of this “getting himself glory” of Jahweh in history (Ezek. xx. 4 . 1 , 
XXVIII. 22 , 25 , XXXVIII. 16, 23). But on one occasion P too directs its 
gaze to a future in which “the glory of God will fill the whole earth” 
(Num. XIV. 21 ): it therefore regards the hitherto existing limitation of 
Jahweh’s holiness to a special cultic sphere as something temporary, 
which will be followed by the ultimate imiversahsing. This idea falls 
into line with the oracle of one of the post-exilic prophets that “in that 
day” the pots in the houses and the bells on the horses’ harness will be as 
holy as the sacred vessels in the temple (Zecl1.x1v.20f.), which means that 
then the whole realm of the secular will be taken up into Jahweh’s holiness. 
When that happens, Jahweh’s holiness will have attained its utmost goal. 

Nevertheless, behind all this, however material and impersonal it 
may appear in itself, there always stands the zeal of Jahweh, from which 
even the most insignificant procedure in the cult cannot be dissociated. 
Eor it is in the cult first and foremost and not in direct personal relation¬ 
ship with God that Israel encounters Jahweh’s zeal, this most personal 
of all the manifestations of his being. And this brings us up against the 
primary characteristic of Israel’s cult, Jahweh’s curt claim, in the first 
commandment, to be the only God worshipped. Eor zeal (HKip, 
Ger. Eifer) is an equivalent of jealousy (Ger. Eifersucht )—that is, an 
emotion springing from the very depths of personality: as the zealous 
one Jahweh is a person to the highest possible degree .40 Thus Jahweh’s 
W. Eichrodt, Theologie, VOL. I (Eng. trans.), p. 211 . 
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zeal consists in the fact that he wills to be the only God for Israel, and 
that he is not disposed to share his claim for worship and love with 
any other divine power. So in this commandment declaring the zeal 
of Jahweh Israel was told two things : Jahweh’s turning towards her— 
of this Hosea speaks in terms of the passion of a lover-but at the same 
time his threat, in case she should only yield to him with a divided 
heart. This intolerant claim to exclusive worship is something unique 
in the history of religion, for in antiquity the cults were on easy terms 
with one another and left devotees a free hand to ensure a blessing 
for themselves from other gods as well. Why, even the various sanc¬ 
tuaries were quite often regarded as common ground, for in a temple 
cultic gifts were quite often offered to other deities as well as to the 
god to whom the temple belonged-a fate which on occasion befell even 
Solomon’s Temple (iiKingsxxm. 4 , The most concise definition 
of the demands which Jahweh’s zeal laid upon Israel is given in Deuteron- 
omy-Israel is to be “perfect” (□*’011) with Jahweh (Deut. xviii. 13 ).^^ 
The concept “other gods” is certainly to be understood in the 
widest sense of the term. But in connexion with it what we have to 
think of is not so much the “high gods” of the great empires, Marduk 
in Babylon or Amon in Egypt, but rather such deities whose worship 
was indigenous to Palestine, and who could be real sources of tempta¬ 
tion to Israel, e.g. Baal, Bethel, Dagon, Astarte, Anath, Asherah, etc. 
At the same time this commandment was also directed against the less 
important private cults, in particular against any manner of worship 
of the dead. The surprising number of regulations against the cult of 
the dead and the rites pertaining to it allow of the conclusion that a 
particularly bitter warfare was waged against it, as a cult which 
offered special temptations to ancient peoples.42 Altogether, we must 
realise that the texts show us only a very small part of the course of the 
struggle against the cult of alien deities in actu. In many cases the issues 
had been decided long before they could as such find literary expression. 
What a large number of far-reaching cultic discussions possibly lies 
behind the two lists of unclean animals in Lev. xi. zfF. and Deut. xrv. 

" Only in the prophets does the concept of Jahweh’s zeal appear in dissociation 
from the cult and from the reference to the Cst commandment. Jahweh’s zeal stands 
behind his action in history, and this in a twofold form-as zeal exercised in wrath 
(Zeph. I. 18 ; N ah. 1 . 2 ; ps. lxxix. 5) and as zeal exercised for salvation (Is. ix. 6[7]; 
Ezck. XXXIX. 25; Joel n. 18; Zech.i. 14; n Kings xix. 31). 

42 Lev. xrx. 27 f., 3 i, xx. 6 , 27, XX 1 . 5 ; Deut. xiv. i, xvm. n, xxvi. 14, and fre¬ 
quently. 


209 

4 ff-! These animals were certainly used for sacrifice in one cult or 
another, or else they had a sacral connexion with divine powers; and 
just for this reason they were sacrally disqualified for the cult of Jah- 
weh.^® But now abstention from these animals was not confmed only 
to the time when a status cotifcssionis was in operation; it remained 
as a cultic obligation for Israel long after these cults could no longer 
have been a temptation to her. The compilation of lists of such animals 
is, of course, the final phase in the conflict with such cults. An age 
which was in the position to draw up such summary lists as these must 
have been far removed in time from the cultic struggles themselves. In 
this matter the spectacular rites connected with the putting away of 
foreign gods narrated in Gen. xxxv. 2-4 (cf. Josh. xxiv. 14, 23) leads 
us more directly into that part of the history of the cult of which we 
do have knowledge. This cultic act celebrated at Shechem, in which 
all objects belonging to an alien cult had to be disclosed by the com¬ 
munity and then ritually buried, is an impressive example of the way 
in which the first commandment was constantly made relevant to the 
present. But the only really more precise historical knowledge which 
we possess is derived primarily from Jaliwism’s contest with the Baal 
worship of Canaan. This cannot be explained merely as due to the 
predominance in the Old Testament of the Deuteronomistic literature, 
which is, indeed, theologically determined solely by the confrontation 
with the Canaanite cult, and which in actual fact corresponds to his¬ 
torical reality.'*^ In this tremendously hard struggle, in which the very 
existence of Jahwism was continually at stake, Israel did not by any 
means have at her disposal any ready-made authentic and once-for-all 
valid understanding of the meaning and scope of the first command¬ 
ment. Rather was she obliged in every situation to ascertain afresh 
what Jahweh’s will for the cult was at the moment, for the situation in 

We know very little about the cultic significance which these animals once had. 
A few details are given in Noth, Ges. Studien, pp. ySff. The commandment “not to 
seethe a kid in its mother’s milk” which appears twice in different contexts (Ex. xxin. 
19, Deut. XIV. 21 ), forbids a magical practice with milk which was obviously wide¬ 
spread in the religion of the Palestinian peasants. The corresponding positive direction 
is found in one of the Ras Shamra texts (Gordon, Handbook, n, 52: 14). 

44 0. Eissfeldt has given an impressive sketch ofjahweh’s seven-centuries-long battle 
against Baal-based on the special point of view that the common assumption of a 
multiplicity of local Baals is incorrect, and that what comes in question is always 
rather one single divinity, namely that “Baal of high heaven.” “Baalsamen und 
Jahwe,” in Z,A,W,, 1939, pp. 24 ff 
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which slic had to remain loyal to the first commandment was constantly 
changing. Usages which might have been regarded as innocuous in one 
period had in another to be sacrificed to the radical and severe demands 
made by this commandment. The interpretation of the first command¬ 
ment was therefore very flexible. Indeed, the whole history of Israel’s cult 
is a struggle solely concerned with the validity of the first commandment/® 

But our attempt to understand the first commandment in the light 
of the concept of Jahweh’s zeal would remain incomplete and liable 
to misconstruction without an appreciation of the fact that this demand 
was rooted in the saving history. For the first commandment is not an 
axiom; on the contrary, it is Jahweh himself who proves that he is the 
only God; and this he does through his deeds in history—‘T am Jahweh 
who brought you out of the land of Egypt.” In actual fact, quite 
often all that is said of the alien gods is that they have no historical 
connexion with Israel-the patriarchs did not “know” them, they were 
not acquainted with them (Deut. xiii. 7 [6], xxviii. 64; Jer. ix. 15 [14], 
XVI. 13 , XIX. 4 ). They are “newcomers” Deut. XXXII. 

17 ), an objection to them which is most characteristic of Israel’s faith 
and its way of thinking about history. Jahweh is the God of Israel from 
of old (Pss. XLIV. 2 [i], LXXIV. 2, 12). 

The problem of monotheism in ancient Israel is admittedly con¬ 
nected with the first commandment, in so far as Israel’s monotheism 
was to some extent a realisation which was not granted to her without 
the long discipline of the first commandment. Still, it is necessary to 
keep the two questions as far as possible distinct, for the first command¬ 
ment has initially nothing to do with monotheism: on the contrary, 
as the way in which it is formulated shows, it is only comprehensible 
in the light of a background which the historian of religion designates 
as polytheistic.®’ Even the way in which Jahweh introduces himself, 
“I am Jahweh, your God,” presupposes a situation of polytheism. Eor 

Thus, for example, the “Massebahs” and ‘ ‘Asherahs,” cultic stone pillars and wooden 
poles, Gen. xxvm. 1 8 , XXXV. 14 ; Deut. xvi.22; Lev. xxvi.i ; and in particular the many 
shrines up and down the land where Jahweh was worshipped, which were liquidated 
by Deuteronomy in favour of the one single place of worship (Deut. xn.ifF.). 

The first commandment has here been dealt with in its original cultic sense. But 
the prophets made a completely new application of it by relating it to making idols of 
earthly instruments of power (armaments, alliances, etc.). 

®’B. Balscheit, Alter und Aujkommen des M onotheismus in der isruditischen Rdigion, 
p. 15* Cf. also H. H. Rowley, “The antiquity of Israelite monotheism,” in The 
Expository Times, 1949-50,pp. 333ff.; id., inZ.A.W., 1957, pp. lofF. 


many a generation there existed in Israel a worship of Jahweh which, 
from the point of view of the first commandment, must undoubtedly 
be taken as legitimate, though it was not monotheistic. It is therefore 
called henotheism or monolatry. The very frequent and completely 
frank references to the existence of other gods continue down to the 
period of the monarchy (cf. Gen. xxxi. 53 ; Jg. xi. 24; iSam. xxvi. 19 ; 
II Kings III. 27): indeed, it is noticeable that there are rather fewer of 
them in the most ancient texts than in the later ones, a fact which is 
easy to explain on the basis that in her earliest days Israel had far less 
contact with alien cults than had the Israel which began to move more 
independently in the political world. The detached impartiality with 
which Chemosh, the god of Moab, and the “great wrath” which came 
down from him against Israel, are spoken of in n Kings m. 27 has 
often been noted with a certain surprise. But there was once a time 
when the geds of the other nations whom Israel only encountered 
incidentally, and in whose worship she felt not the slightest temptation 
to take part, were relatively without interest for Jahwism. (How diff¬ 
erent her reactions were to Chemosh of Moab and to the Canaanite 
Baal !) None the less, there is justification for speaking of the rise of 
monotheism in Israel, for we have evidence enough from her later 
period of a practical and, afterwards, of even a theoretical monotheism. 
But the demonstration of the way in which this monotheism arose is 
altogether tricky. Obviously, ofcourse, in Israel there is no question of 
it being due to a philosophic reduction of the multiplicity of numinous 
phenomena to the view of them as one. Monotheism as such was not a 
thing in which Israel of herself would have taken any particular interest 
-she did not measure herself by it or make it a touchstone, as she did 
with the first commandment. We are thus dealing with a process of 
recognition, of which Israel herself was actually not properly aware. 
The last thing we can hope to do is to indicate a particular point in 
history at which monotheism took its rise, for how many are the 
tendencies and ideas which flow side by side in one and the same 
period ! Cultic texts—^hymns—are rather conservative in what they say, 
and on that account are not entirely characteristic of the ideas of a 
particular time. At what time were the gods of the Canaanite pantheon, 
into whose company the stranger Jahweh had made his entrance (Ps. 
Lxxxii), demoted to be a body of Elohim-beings with the function of 
singing praises?®® Where, and where not, is the term “gods” simply 
®®Alt,KS., VOL. I, p. 354. 
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rhetorical embellishment?^^ Compared with such texts, the prophets 
are much freer from traditional formulations: their utterances are 
certainly a much more direct reflexion of their own ideas, and on that 
account the lordly silence with which Isaiah or Amos pass over the 
gods of the nations and their power is of real significance.^® There was 
of course one situation in, the history of Jahwism when Israel could no’ 
longer afford to be offhanded in the way she spoke of the jurisdiction 
of foreign gods. This day dawned when the Assyrian emperors reached 
out in the direction of Palestine. This posed the question, who was 
really lord in the sphere of history. Was this empire, planning to reach 
out in the direction of Zion, which Jahweh himself had founded, stronger 
than the God of Israel, and had he perhaps left it out of account? The 
answer made by Isaiah cannot at present be developed. But as is perfectly 
clear, his view of history leaves no place whatsoever for the gods of other 
nations or any functions they might exercise. The prophet giving 
clearest expression to a monotheism which is now the conscious pro¬ 
duct of theological reflexion is Deutero-Isaiah (‘T am Jahweh, besides 
me there is no God.” ‘‘Before me no god was formed, nor shall there 
be any after me,” Is. XLV.5f.,xul. lO).®^ But with him too there is no 
truth based on philosophy of religion; he believes rather that only those 
who confess Jahweh are able to make his solity as the lord of history 
credible. 

4. THE VETO ON IMAGES IN THE OLD TESTAMENT®^ 

Even where the second commandment of the Decalogue is not com¬ 
pletely ignored in works dealing with the theology or religion of the 

Ps. xcv. 3, XCVII. 7 . The designation of the gods as “nothing” (Q*'V'’’7N) has not as 
yet to be understood in the sense of a basic denial of their existence: it can also be a way 
of rendering them contemptible (cf. i Kings xvm. 27). 

J . He Dap e/io^ des Alten Testaments, henceforth cited as Ethos, Berlin 193 8 , 
pp. io6f. 

Cf. Is. XLI. 28 f., XLH. 17 , XLIV. yf, XLV. 16 , XLVI. if. and frequently. 

K. H. Bernhardt, Gottund Bild, Bin Beitragzur Begriindung und DeutungdesBilder- 
verbotes im Alten Testament, Berlin 1956; W. Zimmerli, “Das zweite Gebot,”in Test- 
schrift fiir A. Bertholet, p. 550; H. T. Obbink, “Jahwebilder,” in Z.A,IV., 1929, 
pp. 264ff. ; H. Schrade, Der verboroeneGott.Gotteshild und Gottesvorstellung im alten 
Israel und im alten Orient, Stuttgart 1949; J. Hempel, Das Bild in Bibel und Gottesdienst 
(Sammlung gemeinverst. Vort.), Tiibingen 1957; W. Vischer, “Du sollst dir kein 
Bildnis mzclicn** in Antwort, Festschrift fur K. Barth, Zollikon-Ziirich 1956, pp. 
764E 
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Old Testament, as for example with L. Kohler, it has for long remained 
quite in the background in comparison with the first commandment. 
The older critical school felt itself exempted from any special treatment 
of this commandment for the reason that it was convinced that the cult 
of Jahweh—at least that of the earlier period-was in fact not imageless. 
But a much greater danger resulted from a completely erroneous idea of 
its meaning Starting from an antithesis between visible and invisible, 
material and spiritual, which, while quite generally held, is quite alic n 
to the Old Testament, the critics thought that the second command¬ 
ment had to be understood as the expression of a special spirituality in 
the worship of God, as the signal, important overcoming of a spiritual 
and cultic primitivism, and so as the attainment of a decisive stage in 
the education of the human race which has of course largely become 
general property since then. However, the truths that in the last resort 
God cannot be visibly represented, that his worship is a matter of the 
heart rather than of the eye, and that’ men must learn to accept the 
invisible as really invisible, are of course all general truths of religion 
which, just because of their generality, are quite inapplicable to the 
real problem. It would still remain absolutely inexplicable how such 
an inoffensive piece of common or garden knowledge could have 
given rise to such fierce conflicts as are related in the story of the golden 
calf and which continue down to the period of the Maccabees. It is quite 
impossible to regard what was Israel’s most peculiar and secret posses¬ 
sion as a self-evident truth to which anyone who thinks deeply must 
assent.®® Would it in that case have needed the effort of an ultimate 
thcophany of Jahweh to reveal the impotence and nothingness of 
images (Is. II. 20, XLVi.ifF.)? 

In face of such misconceptions the theologian has to learn from the 
general science of religion what are the special properties of an image. 
It soon appears that images were only in the most exceptional cases 
actually identified with the deity concerned: at any rate this was not 
done in the cults with which Israel came into contact. Images made no 
claim to give an exhaustive representation of the being of the deity. 

Against the perfectly mistaken interpretation of the commandment against 
images in P. Volz, M ore und sein W erk, 2nd edn. Tiibingen 1932 , pp. 36 fF., cf. also H. 
Cohen, Religion der VernunftausdenQuellen 6es Judentums, Leipzig igig, pp. 
“Polytheism is the worship of idols. But the worship of God is the worship of the true 
being. The battle against the deity is therefore the battle of being against appearance, 
of original being against copies which have no original” (p. 63). 
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The pagan religions knew as well as Israel did that deity is invisible, 
that it transcends all human ability to comprehend it, and that it cannot 
be captured by or comprised in a material object. But this did not 
deter them from consecrating cultic images to it. “The image is, as it 
were, the medium of the spirit/*^ Most certainly, many of these 
images foreshadow an amazing spirituality in the conception of the 
deity, for “enough for thy soaring spirit’s fieriest flight the mere like¬ 
ness, the mere image.“66 Thus, the antithesis of material and spiritual 
does not give the solution of the problem. The image has nothing to 
say about the being of the deity or the mode of its inner life. What it 
speaks about is rather how the deity is pleased to reveal himself, for the 
image is first and foremost the bearer of a revelation. Ancient peoples 
felt the divine powers to be very close to them. No doubt these came 
from below and were incalculable; but in cultic symbols and images 
they approached men in a way that was helpful. In terms of this belief, 
the whole world is like a curtain which permits the divine to be seen 
through it; or at least such a transparency was possible wherever the 
deity authorised something material as its manifestation. Even if the 
relationship of the deity to the image was complex, and was hardly 
anywhere a completely clarified concept, still, the crucial thing was 
that the deity became present in the image.®® But with the presence of 
the deity there was at the same time given the presence of its power, 
for it could now become effective, with its particular blessings, for 
man and in the world of man. The pious mind can never set up images 
enough, for the mysteries in which the divine makes itself manifest in 
the human sphere are beyond counting. This was therefore a com¬ 
mandment demanded by the most natural and human impulses from 
the earliest times right down to Goethe.®’ As against this idea, the 
veto on images in the Old Testament is by no means a general religious 
truth, but the most abrupt aflSront to this concept of deity. Here be¬ 
comes manifest something of the mystery of Israel, something of her 
nature as a stranger and a sojourner among the religions. Anyone who 
seriously devotes himself to a study of religions as they appear and to 
their worship of images can find absolutely no way of transition from 

^ G. van der Leeuw, Phdnomenohgieder Religion, p.429- 

®® J. W. Goethe, Prodmion. 

The subtle Old Egyptian definitions of Ka, the "outward soul” of the god which 
is present in the image, are already an exception. 

” Cf. Goethe's conversation with Eckermamion n Mar. 1832 . 
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them to Israel’s prohibition of images®®; for the occasional crises due 
to rationalism that at times affected also the religions which used 
images can be only very remotely connected with the second com¬ 
mandment of the Decalogue. 

In the history which Israel herself wrote of herself, she believed that 
the commandment which forbade images had been revealed from the 
time of Moses onwards. This view has again and again been vehemently 
disputed down to the present day. In actual fact, in the way in which 
she measured herself and her early period against this prohibition, the 
later Israel very much schematised the course of her cultic history. The 
reality was much more complicated, and the boundaries between the 
imageless worship demanded and an actual worship of images were, 
in the early periods at any rate, much more fluid. But at that very 
time, Israel’s earlier period, a distinction has to be made between 
the official cult of Jahweh and the many kinds of local or private 
cults : in our opinion, there is no justification for refusing to believe 
that images were not used in the amphictyonic cult at the central 
shrine, which is the oldest form of the cult of Jahweh of which 
we have historical knowledge.®® The Shechemite Dodecalogue, 
which contains the oldest formulation of the commandment pro¬ 
hibiting images (Deut. xxvn.15) comes from this time.60 If this series 
of curses was pronounced over the community at the climax of a 
pilgrimage festival, then the situation which resulted is as follows. The 
official cult which was the concern of the priesthood made no use of 
images, and this aspect of the matter does not fall to be discussed in the 
series. But it was still possible for one or other of the pilgrims to have a 
cultic image set up at home, in whose presence he performed his own 
private cult. The image implied in the commandment was certainly 
an image of Jahweh, and not one of an alien or foreign deity, with 
which the peasants in the hill-country of Samaria or Ephraim were at 
that time probably very little acquainted. Whichever way we look at 
it, the amphictyonic cult of the time made no use of images-in this 
official place no image of the godhead could venture to appear. But 

®® So apparently Mowinckel, Religion und Kultus, pp.47ff. 

Mowinckel takes it differently. He assumes that the Mosaic age was still completely 
uninterested in the question of images, and that the absence of images in the official cult 
in Jerusalem only dates firom about 990,{ActaOrientalia, 1930, pp. 257fr.). 

The text has obviously been expanded at a later date: formerly the command¬ 
ment was couched in the same terse form as that preserved in those which follow it. 
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the story in Jg. XVII gives us a very realistic picture of what might at 
times take place in remote country spheres.®^ 

It is a very different case with the veto on images in the Decalogue 
(Ex. xx), for here the commandment is drafted wholly with reference 
to the commandment forbidding the worship of other gods. It is 
therefore understood in a different way from Deut. xxv 11.15, for 
it forbids the representation ofjahweh in an image belonging to another 
deity, for example in the likeness of a bull, the cultic symbol of 
Baal. In Ex. xx we therefore have to do with a quite special interpreta¬ 
tion of the commandment against images.62 In comparison with 
Deut. XXVII. 15, it originates in a later phase in the history of the cult, 
at the time when syncretism was already starting, and the distinction 
between Jahweh and Baal was beginning to be levelled out, and Jahweh 
was being worshipped more or less in the forms and concepts employed 
ill the cult of Baal. The story of the golden calf in Ex. xxxii or the 
struggle of Hosea (xi. 2, V111.4) lies within this development.®* 

One interpretation on a grand scale of this commandment for¬ 
bidding images is to be found in Deut. iv. g-20, a homiletic passage 
which could very well be described as a theological exposi of this 
subject. The fact that “written evidence,” and highly rationalising 
evidence at that, is now given for the commandment, is characteristic 
of the relatively late date of this reference-it may be exilic. Israel saw 
no visible form of Jahweh whatever at Sinai: she only heard his voice 
coming from the fire; and this is the reason why she is forbidden to 
represent Jahweh by an image. Here the antithesis is now worked out 
quite clearly-in her relationship to God Israel, unlike the other 
nations, is not directed to a cultic image, but to the bare word of God.®^ 
Another thing which is new in this passage, as compared with the 
earlier period, is that the difference between the two mutually exclusive 
cultic practices can now be reduced to a simple formula. What was 

In Jg. xvn. 4 f. we can see what went to make up a complete idol: *? 0 D is the wooden 
figure, nSOX) the outer overlay of metal: in addition there is also the TIDH, the cuirass- 
like case, and finally the possibly a cultic mask (so A. Alt verbally). It is 

therefore unnecessary to strike out glosses. 

So W. Zimmerli, in Festschrift Jur k. Bertholet, p. 557 * 

It would of course be a diflferent case if Eissfeldt were right that the bull is also a 
cultic symbol of Jahwism which goes back to the period before the settlement in 
Palestine: Z.AB^., 1940 , pp. ippff. 

The tolerance which refers the idolatry of the heathen to Jahweh’s own ordering 
(Deut. IV. 19 ) is of course unique in the Old Testament. 
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previously a pressing and bewildering temptation can now be explained 
in rational and theological terms. This holds true of course in even 
greater degree for the satirising disquisition on the manufacture of 
idols in Dcutcro-Isaiah (Is. xliv. gff.). Two things make the idol very 
suspect-—the fact that the material can be put to common use, and the 
frailty of the manufacturer. The speaker here is no longer speaking 
from the depths of a real temptation: both here and in Ps. cxv. 4-7 it 
is rather the voice of a certain enlightenment which finds expression, 
and which subsequently reinforces the commandment forbidding 
images--the images of foreign deities have become ludicrous. The 
position thus reached was not, however, without its dangers, for with 
the disappearance of the temptation Israel ceased to have an under¬ 
standing of idolatry-it has been rightly asserted that the enlightened 
caricature in Is. XLIV in no sense squares with the earnestness of the 
heathen cultic practice.®® Eurthermore, in the earlier periods the 
commandment forbidding images did not prejudice the assurance of 
Jahweh’s most personal presence.®® But this enlightened rationalism 
which pokes fun at idols -“it wobbles” Is. XLI. 7 )—is 

beginning to make Jahweh wholly transcendent. The final stage in this 
trend is reached with the Apocrypha, in the legend of Bel which is 
added to Daniel, where the heathen priests are not only stupid, but are 
also dishonest. 

All this does not, of course, offer any real explanation of the com¬ 
mandment against images. And in actual fact ancient Israel never 
maintained that she knew the theological or pedagogic reasons why 
this commandment was imposed upon her, for even Deut. rv. g-20 
is in fact only a substantiation from history and not an explanation. We 
shall not go wrong if we suppose that the static divine presence in a 
cultic image as an object of power at man’s disposal, from which 
potentialities could be drawn, at worst even by means of magic, could 
not possibly be reconciled with the nature of the revelation ofjahweh; 
with the result that Jahweh’s freedom was encroached upon with the 
very setting up of an image. But this explanation cannot be said to be 
the real decisive one either.®’ Instead, we shall be on the right track 
if, with’ Israel’s religious environment in mind, we understand the 

®®J. Hempel, Ethos, p. 107. ®®Eichrodt, Theologie, vol. 1, p. 53. 

In this sense K. H. Bernhardt is right in making the commandment forbidding 
images parallel to the commandment concerning the name. Neither by an image nor 
by the name may man gain power over Jahweh; Gott utidBiU, Berlin 1956 , pp. 153 ff. 
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commandment as the expression of an utterly different view of the 
world .68 Without any doubt, the inhabitant of the ancient East was 
confronted in his physical environment by the deity in a much more 
immediate way than Israel could say that Jahweh confronted her. In the 
greater and the lesser religions of the ancient East the gods were 
personified powers of heaven or earth or the abyss.®® But this was not 
the way in which Jahweh was related to the world. However powerful 
his sway in it was, theologically he still transcended it. Nature was not 
a mode of Jahweh’s being; he stood over against it as its Creator. 
This then means that the commandment forbidding images is bound 
up with the hidden way in which Jahweh’s revelation came about in 
cult and history. It would be a great mistake to think of the com¬ 
mandment simply as an isolated cultic peculiarity of Israel. The Jahweh 
whom Israel was so strictly forbidden to worship by means of an image 
was still the same Jahweh by whose hidden action in history she was 
continually kept in suspense. What was laid upon Israel in the cultic 
sphere she was obliged to bear also in the sphere of historical guidance— 
consider the vistas of history in the prophets. No, the Jahweh of the 
stories of the patriarchs, or the Jahweh proclaimed by Deutero-Isaiah, 
was not a God who could be worshipped by cultic images. The 
relentless shattering of cherished concepts of God which occupied 
the pre-exilic prophets stands in a theological relationship which is 
perhaps hidden, but which is, in actual fact, very close to the command¬ 
ment forbidding images. Any interpretation which deals in isolation 
with the impossibility of representing Jahweh by an image, and which 
does not see the commandment as bound up with the totality of Jah¬ 
weh’s revelation, misses the crucial point, quite apart from the fact 
that in itself imageless worship is not by any manner of means an 
unambiguous phenomenon—^it can be the expression of a very low 
conception of God derived from fetishism, or of a very lofty one.70 
It cannot of course be said that, for the form of their proclamation 
of Jahweh, the prophets felt that their hands were tied by the command- 

See VOL . II of this work, Pt. iii, Ch. B, p. 336. 

William A. Irwin in The Intellectual Adventure of Ancient M an, Chicago 1946, p. 244 . 

If it was necessary, for the understanding of the commandment forbidding 
images, to draw attention to the theological independence of Israel’s understanding of 
the world, then the idea of man as made in the image of God has also to be incorporated 
in this discussion. Israel herself to be sure drew no such connecting lines, but it can 
hardly be doubted that there is an inner connexion between the commandment and 
the image of God in man. 


ment forbidding images. On the contrary, what they say is on occasion 
uninhibitedly anthropomorphic."^^ But this fact can again put us on our 
guard against a philosophic misunderstanding of the commandment. 
Its intention was not by any means to debar the people of Israel from 
representing Jahweh in concrete form-as a matter of fact Jahweh was 
always thought of as having human form, like that of a man.72 But 
of course this representation of him in human shape was, both in 
concept and language, not a cultic image, a mediator of revelation 
claiming cultic adoration. The time had not yet arrived when God 
could be worshipped as man, and the place occupied in the pagan 
religions by the cultic image was in Israel taken by the word and name 
of Jahweh. Thus, in its immediate literal sense the second command¬ 
ment was restricted to the sphere of the cult. But as far as its day-to-day 
interpretation went—^what was Israel debarred from here and now?— 
the position was the same as with the first commandment: there was 
no generally valid and authentic interpretation, but Israel had rather 
ever and again to ascertain afresh the scope of Jahweh’s sovereign will. 
If the official worship of Jahweh always repudiated his representation 
by images, certain cultic symbols, for example, the Masseboth or the 
brazen serpent, were only gradually affected by the commandment 
forbidding images.’® And the holy Ark was never affected by the 
increasing strictness of the commandment.’® 

5. DEUTERONOMY’® 

I. Deuteronomy now falls to be discussed in our treatment of the 
commandments and of the question of how Israel explained Jahweh’s 
revelation of his will in theological terms, for never again did she 
express herself so comprehensively and in such detail as to the meaning 
of the commandments and the unique situation into which Jahweh’s 
revelation of his will put her. But from the very start it has to be 

^ J. HcmpcI, “Jahwcgleichnissc der Propheten,” in ZA. W.^ 1924 , pp. 74ff. 

’2 So for example Ex. xv. 3 ; i Kings xxn. 19; k xxx. 27; Ezek. i. 26. 

^ For the Massebah cf. Gen. xxvin. is with Deut. xvi. 22 : for the brazen serpent 
cf. Num. xxi. 4 b-g with n Kings xviii. 4 . 

The Ark is of course demoted by the Deuteronomic theology into no more than 
a container of the tables of the law, Deut. x. ifF.; i Kings vm. 9. 

Breit, \) \ePredigtde$ Deuteronomisten, Munich 1933; E Horst, DasPrivileg- 
recht Jahwes,Gottingen. 1930; M. Noth, DleGesetzeim Pentateuch (in Ges. Studien); 
G. von Rad, Studies in Deuteronomy; A. R. Hulst, H et charahter van den cultus in 
Deuteronomium (Doctorate Thesis, Groningen 1938 ). 
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borne in mind that, like the other writings too, Deuteronomy is the 
exposition of the will of God for a particular era only, and that a fairly 
advanced one in the history. Many things now needed to be said in a 
different way and given a different application. The outward form 
and arrangement of Deuteronomy, consisting of paraenesis, com¬ 
mandments, pledging to the covenant, proclamation of blessing and 
cursing (1v.44-XXX.20), appears strange. But it is a unity, for the 
sequence of these parts reflects the liturgical movement of a cultic 
festival, that of the renewal of the covenant at Shechem.76 The fact 
that the liturgical sweep of a cultic festival had to furnish the frame¬ 
work for a major literary and theological work lets us see once more 
how hard it was for Israel to unfold theological concepts theoretically 
by processes of thought. Here too the concepts required to be explained 
by reference to an event, and for Deuteronomy this is the course of a 
cultic event. In itself the content of Deuteronomy would in fact have 
lent itself to a systematic presentation, for in it Israel for once really 
created a work that has unity of thought, internal balance, and finish. 
The outward expression of this unity is the much-discussed Deutero- 
nomic style. It, too, is in fact something singular, for when and where 
was Israel ever again able to clothe a great literary work in so com¬ 
pletely uniform a style and diction? This Deuteronomic style, which is 
characterised by a ceaseless repetition of set phrases, is out and out 
paraenetic, a wooing and imploring form of address. In form Deutero¬ 
nomy is one single farewell sermon of Moses to Israel. The picture is as 
follows : at Sinai (Deuteronomy always calls it Horeb) Israel received 
only the Decalogue. But since Israel was incapable of listening to 
Jahweh again, Jahweh imparted a great deal more to Moses, namely, 
the “whole law” (msan“'?D, Deut. V. 31 ). Moses only proclaimed 
this comprehensive revelation of the divine will in the land of Moab 
shortly before his death, for it was only to come into effect as a rule 
of life in the land of Canaan (Deut. iv. 45 f., v. 27fF., xxxi. pfF.). Thus 
Deuteronomy regards itself as an elaborate revelation given at Sinai. 
It is only in a later appendix that Deuteronomy is somewhat further 
removed from the events at Sinai by means of the idea of a special 
covenant made in the land of Moab (Deut. xxix. iff.). But even for 
this later way of looking at it, Deuteronomy is the publication of the 
revelation of Jahweh given to Moses at Sinai. 

Our task here is the theological understanding of Deuteronomy 
G. von Rad, Ges. Studien^ pp. 3 sfF. 


itself. For this, the fact that its liternry structure is not yet completely 
clear is no great handicap, for, apart from a few additions in the time 
of the exile,’ ^ the whole bears one theological stamp throughout. All 
the same, even in this connexion, the question of its historical primary 
stages and its traditio-historical presuppositions cannot be completely 
passed over in silence, because it is precisely here that wc gain a better 
perspective on the special characteristics of Deuteronomy. If we 
attempt to grope our way behind Deuteronomy historically, in order 
to gain some knowledge of its growth, what we come up against is 
far from being the “Book of the Covenant” (Ex. xxi-xxiii)or the 
other older legal or sacral individual traditions which were taken up 
into Deuteronomy: rather it is first of all an obviously intensive preach¬ 
ing activity, whose representatives must have been the Levites. Deutero¬ 
nomy is in fact simply and solely an artistic mosaic made up of many 
sermons on a great variety of subjects-here is gathered the total expres¬ 
sion ofan obviously extensive preaching activity.78 Traditions ofthe most 
varied kinds, historical, cultic, and legal, were united in these preachers’ 
hands; and they then set this whole body of material into that great 
schematised general picture of the people of Israel which first springs 
to our minds too when we think of Israel in the wilderness. But this 
general picture, in which everything now appears to belong organically 
together, is in turn the result of an intensive harmonising of many 
originally independent traditions. All the same, the unity is now so 
complete that no one reading Deuteronomy with an unprejudiced 
eye thinks that the traditions of the patriarchs, of the commandments 
at Sinai, of the wanderings in the wilderness or, in particular, the many 
legal and cultic ordinances, for the most part originally existed in¬ 
dependently, and were brought together from many different spheres. 

It seems to us that the term which Deuteronomy applied to itself, 
“this Torah,” has a special importance for this unification, particularly 
for the legal traditions.’® We must bear in mind that, up to this time, 

” Deut. xxvin. 25-69, xxix. G. von Rad, Studies in Deuteronomy, pp. iifF. 

‘©Deuteronomy’s designation of itself is not unifom. Undoubtedly the most 
important is “Torah” (Deut. iv.44,xxxi.9,ii£,i7,18), “this Torah,” “rhe book of 
this Torah” (Deut. xxviii. 61 , xxix. 20, xxx. 10), “the words of this Torah” (Deut. 
xvn.19, xxvii. 3, 26, XXVIII. 58, xxix. 28 [27]); side by side with these stands on 
occasion also in the singular (Deut. vi. la, xxx. n) . The plurals D’’t5B»a,D'’j7n, 

mss, which occur for the most part in collocations designed to give assurance, are 
much more colourless (Deut. v. i, vi. 17 , 20, vii. iif., viii. 11, xi. i, 13 , 32 and fre¬ 
quently). 
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the word “torah” designated the single directions given by the priests— 
for example, on the basis of an oracle (Hag. ii. ii) — that is, a single 
decision which did not in compass go beyond a brief statement.80 But 
if now the whole of Deuteronomy could be comprehended under 
this term, there lay behind this an insight to which the way had 
certainly been opened up by Hosea,®^ but which Deuteronomy put 
upon the broadest possible theological base. The whole of the revelation 
of the will of Jahweh to Israel is now understood, in spite of the great 
variety of its contents, as a unity. It is seen as something indivisible and 
whole, in which every part was co-ordinated with every other and 
where no detail could be understood except in relation to the whole. 
We can very well imagine that in her earlier days Israel was still a long 
way off the knowledge of this unifying principle for theological thought. 
At that time the individual Israelite lived his life in association with one 
of the great sanctuaries and its cultic regulations. And the cultic or 
historical traditions about the early period which attached to the 
sanctuary in question were all more or less local traditions, and thus far 
from comprising the whole wealth of traditions which are unfolded in 
Deuteronomy as the one revelation of Jahweh. This view of Deutero¬ 
nomy’s of a theological unity presupposes a considerable capacity for 
theological reflexion. For its compiler himself no longer stands within 
this or that tradition, but rather looks at all of them from a definite 
remove, no longer living in them himself. To revert to Deuteronomy’s 
description of itself as “the” torah, it is obvious from what has been 
said that this term “torah” cannot be rendered by our word “law,” 
for its theological meaning would then be curtailed. The Deuteronomic 
term “torah” means the whole of the bestowals of Jahweh’s saving 
will-in German the word can be rendered by the equally neutral 
term Willensoffenbarmg (revelation of the will). In virtue of the 
rigorous inner levelling out, this summary proclamation of “the” 
torah is in actual fact the one theological work in the Old Testament 
which demands a more systematic presentation of its content. Indeed, 
it is Deuteronomy’s intention to be something like a totality ofteaching. 
“You shall not add to this, nor take from it” (Deut. xiii. i[xii. 32 ], 
IV. 2 ). Nevertheless, we must not go too far in laying stress on its 
inner cohesion, or look for anything like a progression of thought in 
it. For Deuteronomy the progression was determined by a liturgical 

The word is still used with this meaning in Deut. xvii. ii. 

H. W. Wolff, Hosea (Bib. Komm.), pp. ly^f. 
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event: the advance from the introductory sermon through tlic com¬ 
mandments to the pledging to the covenant and tlic blessings and curses 
is therefore due rather to considerations of the saving history than to 
theological or systematic considerations. Even the single units of 
material within this schema are canvases set side by side. The great 
inner unity of Deuteronomy results simply from the fact that in it 
is summed up the deposit of a preaching activity which was determined 
by a very few uniform basic thoughts. 

2,ThePaTaene$es.l\\efiv^i task in understanding the paraeneses 
is to determine their place. This sermon is of course represented as 
spoken to Israel “in the land of Moab,” “beyond Jordan,” and is thus 
given out as Moses’ farewell discourse (according to Deut. v. 28 it is 
one great exposition of the Decalogue) at the time when Israel was 
about to enter the land of Canaan. This means, therefore, that Israel 
was standing in the interim period of the saving history between, on 
the one hand, the completion of her election as Jahweh’s peculiar 
people, and on the other, the fulfilment of the divine promise. And 
Deuteronomy implies that very much can still be decided for Israel 
in this intermediate state. And there is still more to it: the whole 
tenor of the paraeneses is that Israel is in very great danger of missing 
Jahweh’s call to her. Over against this, one can of course point out that 
in actual fact the sermons in Deuteronomy originate in the later 
period of the monarchy and reflect throughout the situation which 
then obtained. But theologically it is certainly not unimportant that 
Deuteronomy still set even this Israel in the perspective of the situation 
between election and fulfilment. Although the highest heaven and the 
whole earth belong to Jahweh, he nevertheless turned towards Israel’s 
ancestors, and loved them, and promised them and their posterity by 
an oath the land of Canaan (Deut. Vi, lo, vn. 8 , x. I4f.). Alone of all 
nations he elected Israel. This idea of election, the very term for which, 
as we have already said, is a creation of Deuteronomy’s, is more than 
once expressed very radically-Israel is no imposing people, but rather 
the least of the peoples; the one and only reason for the election is the 
love of Jahweh (Deut. vn. 7-g). Now, the co-ordination of covenant 
and the love of Jahweh, their synonymity in fact, is again something 
new, given as it is such broad and radical theological expression. None 
of the older traditions of Jahweh’s making of the covenant had dared 
to disclose the motive in such an unguarded and extreme way. The 
line connecting Deuteronomy with Hosea has often been drawn. But 
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tlicre is a great difference between the single venture of one prophetic 
proclamation and a preaching practice already grounded on a broad 
theological basis. Besides, in Deuteronomy this love of Jahweh is 
never pictured as the love of a husband, but very much more as the 
love of a father for his son (Deut. viii. 5 ,xiv.i). Jahweh’s saving bless¬ 
ing destined for Israel, of which the paraeneses constantly speak, is 
the land and rest from the enemies round about (111113/3).®^ 

The term has a long history in Israel: it belongs to the sacral 

body of the law dealing with the tenure of land, and originally desig¬ 
nated the heritable land allotted by Jahweh to the clan or family.®® But 
Deuteronomy is the first to speak of a 117113 of Israel’s. In actual 
fact, the term has no concrete root in a sacral institution even in this 
extended usage, but is a theological abstraction. The old Amphictyony 
as a body had no n'pns: it was simply the sum total of the ni^n3 of 
the politically autonomous clans. It was clearly only the formation of 
the state, which brought the tribes into very close political as well as 
religious alliance, that created the prerequisite of this Deuteronomic 
idea of Israel as politically fully unified and of her nbn:. In actual 
fact, Deuteronomy speaks of Israel as so much of a single entity that 
in comparison the individual clans completely retire into the back¬ 
ground. The sermons speak in lavish terms, of this <1^113 promised to 
Israel. It is the plentifully watered, full of the most 

luxuriant orchards and vineyards, and also rich in mineral wealth 
(Deut. VIM. 7 - 9 ). Within it ready prepared are fine houses and great 
cities which Israel does not need to build. (From these eulogies we can 
draw our own conclusions as to the increased and refined cultural 
demands made by those who listened to the sermons.) In another 
passage this land is even contrasted with Egypt, which was certainly 
not lacking in fertility. Israel will be at no pains with the watering of it: 
it is a land whose care is undertaken by Jahweh, and his eyes are upon 
it continually (Deut. xi. 10 - 12 ). What is it then but a paradise upon 
earth? At all events, it is in every respect the all-sufficient prerequisite 
of the perfect bliss of the people of God, for in it Israel expects yet to 

Deut. xn.pf., xxv. 19; cf. Ex. xxxiii. 14; Deut. m. 20 ; Josh. i. 13, 15 , xxi. 44, 

xxil. 4, xxill. I. What is meant is a secure and peaceful life in the promised land, where 
everyone “dwelt under his vine and under his fig tree,” i Kings v. 5 [iv. 25 ]; Mic. IV. 
4; cf. noaDnatn, Deut. XII. 10 with Hos. ii. 20 [18]. 

Von Rad, “Verheissenes Land und Jahwes Land,” in Z.D.P.F., i 943 > pp. 
reprinted in Ges. Studien, pp. 87ff. 
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find rest from all enemies round about (Deut. xxv. 19 ). The very 
way in which this consolation is phrased easily shows the weariness 
of an age exhausted by many wars. 

It would, however, be a mistake to take the land as the real subject of 
the Deuteronomic preaching. The constant logic of all these addresses 
is rather this: since Jahweh has shown you such faithfulness in all these 
matters, and will continue so to do, ^ it is your duty to love him in 
return, and to keep his “statutes and judgments.” In other words, this 
preaching is paraenesis, a summons to obedience. It does not therefore 
include in the same degree every part of the totality of the saving 
revelation of Jahweh, but really only gives variations on the appeal 
for faithfulness to Jahweh. The edge of this appeal lies in the fact that 
those who listen to it are showing signs of a perilous weakening in the 
tradition of the faith. The children no longer know what the older 
people had experience of (Deut. xl. 2 ,vi. 2 of.):there is clearly a per¬ 
ceptible break between the generation which was still directly rooted 
in the revelation of Jahweh and the one which was growing up. This 
problem of the generations is struck up in difierent ways in Deuteron- 
omy-in Deut. v. 2 f. there is one approach, and in Deut. xxix,i3f. 
[I 2 f.] another. There may be a connexion between this and the fact 
that the Deuteronomic preacher has so frequently to combat the idea 
of self-glorification. Israel is not to ascribe to her own prowess what she 
owes solely to the guidance of Jahweh (Deut. vin. 17, ix.4-6): the 
people who listen to the preaching appear to be altogether such as are 
coming near to forgetting Jahweh and his benefits completely (Deut. 
VI. 10 - 12 ). This summons to gratitude lets us see the strength of the 
preacher’s appeal to the inner disposition, in fact to the heart. Obvi¬ 
ously, an immediate relationship to the commandments and cultic 
regulations of Jahweh had already been lost by the time of Deuteron¬ 
omy, and this makes the preacher there appeal all the more emphatically 
for the inward acceptance of the commandments. It is in the heart and 
the understanding that Israel’s belonging to Jahweh comes about. But 
to this end Jahweh’s offer had to be made intelligible and easy to com¬ 
prehend. Deuteronomy therefore insists everywhere upon a unifica¬ 
tion of the tradition, and upon a simplification of it giving it an inward 
reference. Certainly, the will of Jahweh is also resolved into a series of 
very concrete commandments which are to be obeyed in a concrete 
fashion. Nevertheless the primary and principal thing in Deuteronomy 
is the basic commandment to love Jahweh “with the whole heart and 
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with the whole soul and with all one’s might” (Deut. vi. 4 f.)—almost 
everything else follows automatically. Once again what we find is this ; 
gratitude and answering love as the motives for observing the command¬ 
ments are a very specific theological interpretation which was not current 
in ancient Israel, or at least not so explicitly. Everywhere in Deuteronomy 
we meet with the efforts made in these sermons to render compre¬ 
hensible the many-sidedness of the will of Jahweh as it had been 
declared to Israel, and then again to simplify it by means of a radical 
motivation. If, as we said above, each generation had the duty of itself 
first becoming Israel in the continuity of the tradition, the way by which 
Deuteronomy sought to fulfil this duty was by elucidating Jahweh’s 
will as clearly as possible and laying it on heart and conscience.®^ 

3. The Laws. In the paraeneses the will of Jahweh is already made 
concrete in a variety of ways and given a reference to the present, but 
the legal corpus proper only begins in ch. xn. However, the laws 
handed on in Deuteronomy are removed from their original formula¬ 
tion in the law or in the cult, and given in a very much looser homileti- 
cal formulation-that is, they are already in the form of commandments 
which are the subject of preaching.®® This is important to the extent 
that we are here at the same time dealing constantly with the command¬ 
ments and with an interpretation, which is often thoroughly indepen¬ 
dent. This is not surprising, of course, in the case of the law which 
®^ Deuteronomy eight times says that the commandments are to be observed “with 
all the heart and with all the soul” (Deut. vi. 5, x. 12, xi . 13 , xni. 4 and elsewhere). 

We meet this tendency away from all that is casuistic and which leads towards the 
spiritual sense lying behind the individual commandments mainly in the legal part of 
Deuteronomy (Deut. xn-XXVl). Deuteronomy’s unremitting call to “remember” 
Jahweh, hij commandments, his acts, etc. (Deut. v. 15, vii. 18, viii. 2,18, DC. 7, xvi. 3, 
12), corresponds to the urge for subjective actualisation. Beyond any doubt that spiritu¬ 
alisation and appeal to the individual conscience (cf. Deut. ix,i8 !) are in themselves the 
announcement of a strong theological individualism. But the difference between them 
and the later efforts of the Wisdom literature consists in the fact that Deuteronomy still 
derives the individual’s portion in Jahweh wholly from the traditional saving blessing 
of the granting of the land. See below, pp. 443f. 

®® In spite of various expansions, Deuteronomy still displays a certain organisation 
of the material in the block running from xn. i to xxra. i : I. Cultic laws (xii, i-xvi. 
17) ; 2. Laws concerning officials Gudge, king, priest, and prophet, xvi. l8-xvm. 22) ; 
3 . Laws for criminal cases (xDC. i-xxi. g) ; 4. Regulations concerning families (xxi. 
lo-xxm. I [ xxn. 30]). From this point on it is no longer possible to discern a thread 
in the ordering. Obviously all manner of legal material was soon added to the original 
corpus-for the broad homiletic dressing-up of the law noticeably falls away from 
ch. xxn on. 
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centralised the cult, since it is not old, but a new creation of Deuteron¬ 
omy’s own, and is therefore from first sentence to last impregnated 
with the spirit of Deuteronomy. The demand to offer sacrifice and 
worship only at the one place chosen by Jahweh is set in a twofold 
contrast. First, in Deut. xn. 2-7, it is sharply differentiated from the cult 
of the Canaanites, which as a genuine nature religion correspondingly 
needed many places and many symbols in order to pin down the very 
numerous self-revelations of the nature deity. But the demand also 
stands out in relief from the cult of Jahweh as hitherto practised (Deut. 
XII. 8-12), a cult which, distributed as it was over many sanctuaries and 
pervaded as it had become in different ways by Canaanite ideas, had by 
now degenerated into a very vague worship of Jahweh. What kind of a 
revelation ofjahweh was it then that was being celebrated up and down 
the land at the shrines which formerly belonged to the Canaanites? 
The cult of Jahweh had long ago been brought within the orbit of the 
principles current in the nature religions, for Baal had many forms : 
wherever a special mystery of nature was experienced, there was a 
fresh revelation of Baal. But Jahweh is one Jahweh. His cult had there¬ 
fore to be dissociated from the many forms into which it had pro¬ 
liferated at the local sanctuaries and to be presented once more in its 
unity. Jahweh, who is one, had made himself known in one revelation 
(the Deuteronomic mm), and now there had also to be one cult 
corresponding to this one revelation. Thus it is easy to see how the 
demand for centralisation was the direct consequence of the important 
theological proposition that Jahweh is one (Deut. vi. 4), which stood 
solemnly and as its basic programme at the head of the original draft of 
Deuteronomy.®^ In Deuteronomy there speaks an Israel which, especially 
over against the Canaanite cult of Baal, had become fully conscious 
of the utter peculiarity of her own historically-based cult of Jahweh. 

Here is named the great opponent, of whom Deuteronomy does not 
lose sight for a moment. Deuteronomy is in no sense a theoretical com- 

For the translation of Deut. vi. 4 see G. Quell, in 2%. vol. m, pp. lOTpf. 

But perhaps it is best to take the passage, which from the point of view of its syntax is 
notoriously debated, not as a series of two nominal clauses, but as one single nominal 
clause in which irn^K and THK are in apposition. The formula “Jahweh is one” is 
unique in the Old Testament. It is probable that it owes its existence to stimulus from 
Egypt, for the designation of “the one god,” “the only god” is applied to Amon in a 
papyrus of the 2ist Dynasty (1090-945). E. Meyer “Gottesstaat, Militarhcrrschaft und 
Standewesen,” in Sitzungsberichte der Preuss. Akademie d. Wissenschaften^ phil. hist. 
Klassc, Berlin 1928, pp. SOjff. 
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pendium of the will of Jahweh: rather it deploys its demands, in an 
extremely militant fashion, against the one enveloping threat which it 
knows to be directed against Jahwism, the Canaanite nature religion. 

The paraeneses repeatedly touched upon the sharp demarcation of 
Israel from the world around it, and a similar demand is also made in 
the laws (cf. Deut. xiii. 2 - 6 , 9-12,13-19 i-s 8-11,12-18], xvii 

9-13, 14 , 21, x:AS, 19(17,18], etc.). What is special in Deu¬ 
teronomy’s cultic regulations is the secondary way in which they bring 
in theology. Ancient Israel performed the rites because they were 
customary, and to particular rites she may well have attached a par¬ 
ticular meaning. In Deuteronomy, on the other hand, we see how a 
self-contained theology tries to encompass the extremely many- 
coloured world of the cult and to interpret it 
with an unsophisticated sacral cultic practice, this Deuteronomic 
theological interpretation of Israel’s whole cult can occasionally actually 
be called a spiritualising overgrowing custonis.®% e old 


sphere^ theology not merely the cultic 


means of the 
elementsall the single 
theinings and in 


falsex VIII XIII. 2 - 6s This revelation of 
is so all-sufficient as to exempt Israel from all seeking and questioning 
and doubting (Deut. xxx. 11-14). 

Deuteronomy does not set out to be civil law-none of the legal 

v^ay.®® D e u - 

teronomy addresses Israel as a sacral community, the holy people, that 

We have of course to bear in mind that the Deuteronomic sermons are expressly 
teaching for the laity and that they only deal with what has to be made 

®®Noth, Ges. Studien, pp, 32 ff. 


belonging t Jahweh, and licr life a rlier offices (priest, 
king, prophet, ordered as having this character. The 

ordering is done by way of relating everything to tlic saving gift par 
excellerrce, the dwelling in the promised land. Tliis was the dawn of 
Israel’s life in bliss, and all Israel as an ontological pei^ple, down to its 
least member, that is, Israel in her whole concrete rcnlity was trans¬ 
posed into this life of bliss. In consequence the saving blessings held 
out to the people are for the most part matcrial^—fertility in man and 
beast, peace from enemies, political greatness. Jahweh’s grace produces 
everything that furthers life (Deut. xxviii. 8 - 14 ): impairment of life 

theich is hardly agaTestamentd in a n dextends 
un^forml^. Conypared^ ^ ^ 


propenhwism was not yet able to make the con- 

between its God and the gifts loafid ina r a b 1 e 

the later monarchical period some devotees of radical Jahwism, the 
Rechabites, demanded as a religious badge that Israel should keep 
strictly aloof from the gifts of the arable land, and from the building 
of houses, the sowing of seed, and the planting of vineyards (Jer. xxxv. 

6f.).®® Deuteronomy takes the opposite way, and treads it to the end: 
all these things, the products of nature and civilisation, are gifts, and 
in fact blessings accruing from salvation, which Jahweh’s love desires 
to present to his people. Thus Israel’s dwelling in the arable land, her 
enjoyment of its blessings, and her worshipping her God there with a 
pure Jahwistic cult mean that the final victory had been won over Baal, 
who for the myth was the hereditary owner of the land and the be- 
stower of every blessing. Thus in Deuteronomy everything is inter¬ 
related and gathered together to give a unified theological conspectus— 
one Jahweh, one (comprehensive) Israel, one revelation (miD), one 
J a h (n'pn]), one place of worship, one prophet. 

The core of Deuteronomy is the teaching, that is, the endeavour to 
make Israel listen to the revelation of the will of Jahweh in all circum¬ 
stances. But the obedience which Deuteronomy demands is in no 
sense the prerequisite of election. The order is rather the reverse. This is 
especially clearly expressed in Deut. xxvii. pf: “hear, 0 Israel, this 
day you have become the people of Jahweh your God: hearken there¬ 
fore to the voice of Jahweh your God and keep his commandments.” 

^ See above, pp. 63f. 


O.T.T.—9 
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The reasoning in Dent. xiv. if. is much the same: avoid all forms of the 
cult of the dead, “for you are a people holy to Jahweh” (similarly 
Dcut. vn. 6). It is therefore quite impossible to understand the com¬ 
mandments in Deuteronomy as “law” in the theological sense of the 
word, as though Deuteronomy were leading Israel to earn salvation by 
a total obedience.®^ Rather, all the commandments are simply a grand 
explanation of the command to love Jahweh and to cling to him alone 
(Deut. VI. 4f.). And this love is Israel’s return of the divine love bestowed 
upon her. The many imperatives in Deuteronomy are therefore 
appeals, sometimes implicit and sometimes explicit, for gratitude to be 
shown in action, and Deuteronomy regards them as easy to fulfil. This 
is the sense in which we have to understand the oft-recurring introduc¬ 
tions to the preaching of the commandments: “when Jahweh shall have 
brought you into the land,*’ “when Jahweh shall have destroyed the 
nations [and so on], then you are to Similar are those cases in 

which a commandment is motivated by being referred to a precedent 
divine saving event in history. Nevertheless, alongside the command¬ 
ments drawn up in this way there are a certain number of cases where 
the reception of the blessings of salvation is in actual fact conditional, 
and made dependent upon Israel’s obedience .94 But even with those 
imperatives which are motivated by final clauses (“do this, that you 
may remain alive, that it may be well with you, that you may enter 
into the land”), Deuteronomy’s great offer of grace is not itself in any 
way annulled and a legal way of salvation proclaimed. Even those cases 
which seem to make salvation conditional, and dependent upon Israel’s 
achievement, are prefaced by a declaration of Jahweh’s election and his 
love. Thus, they are rather a matter of “comfortable words” to Israel 
bidding her now for her part receive a reality already granted to her, 
and completely to take her place within it in obedience and gratitude. 
For preceding even these imperatives stands Deuteronomy’s indicative: 
“you are now the people set apart for Jahweh.”®® Here we must once 
again refer to the important passage Deut. xxx. 11-14. Through this 

F. Baumgartel is completely different. He sees in Deuteronomy the magnificent 
attempt “to create the people of God by way of the law”: Verheissmg: Zur Frage des 
evangelischen Verstandnisses des Alien T estaments, Gtitersloh 1952, pp. 66£ 

Deut. XII. I, xvn, 14 , xviii. g, xix. i, xxi. i, xxvi. i. 

®®E.g. Deut. X. 22, xv.i5,xvi.i, xx. i, xxiv. 18. 

Deut. VI. 18, VII. 12, vra. I, xi. 8f., xvi. 20, xix. 8£,xxvm, 9 and elsewhere. 

Deut. vn. 6 , xxv. 2 , 21 , xxvi. 18. The apostolic paraeneses in the New Testament 
also know of this juxtaposition of indicative and imperative. For this cf. W. Joest, 
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revelation of the will of Jaliwch, the relationship between him and 
Israel has been made perfectly clear. Nothing would be more absurd 
than that Israel should once again let this revelation become a problem 
for her. “The word is very near to you: it is in your mouth and in your 
heart.” The law has its function in precisely the same sense in 
the paraenesis of the apostles. There too wc find the collocation of 
indicative and imperative which docs not curtail the proclamation of 
grace in any way. But it remains true that the whole of Deuteronomy 
is pervaded by the feeling of a great anxiety lest Israel might possibly 
throw this claim to the winds and forfeit her salvation. This is indeed 
something new-that disobedience with all its sinister possibilities has 
come within the range of Deuteronomy’s theological vision. And it 
is pathetic to see how Israel, just immediately before the catastrophe, is, 
so to speak, once more given the of&r of “life” (Deut. xxx. i 5 fF.). 
The means by which this is done is as follows: Deuteronomy wipes out 
some seven centuries squandered in disobedience, and places Israel 
once again in the wilderness, with Moses speaking to her. But it has 
to be borne in mind that this Israel is in no way comparable to the 
ancient people of Israel that stood once at Sinai: the conditions in 
which she lived were utterly different in culture, economy, and politics, 
and she is a stubborn people (Deut. ix. 6, 13, xxxi, 27 ). None the less, 
she is offered present salvation on exactly the same terms as before : 
“today you have become the people of Jahweh your God.” Nowhere 
else does the impassioned endeavour to make the commandments 
given at Sinai relevant for its own time find such a clear expression as 
in the endless variations played upon the word “today,” which the 
preacher drums into the cars of his audience. This “today” means both 
the time of Moses and that of Deuteronomy taken together. But this 
implies that the Israel addressed still stands in the space between her 
election and her salvation proper, that she is still on the road and 
awaiting still the great saving blessings which she is to receive, “for 
you have not yet come to the rest and the possession of your heritage” 
(Deut. XII. 9). 

Gesetz und Freihdt. Das Problem dert&t^mususkgisbei Luther und die neutestamentliche 
Paraineset Gottingen 1951, pp. i5off. It is a different case with the quite disproportion¬ 
ately large paraenesis made up of the curses, which was obviously only composed 
under the impression made by the exile (Deut. xxvm. 256-37,47-68). A heightened 
interest in the judgment which follows the transgression of the law finds voice in the 
asymmetry of this section with curses. 
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6 . THE PRIESTLY DOCUMENT" 

(ii) The Priestly Document as an Historical Work 

Israel elaborated two written accounts of the events of Sinai with a 
broad theological basis, Deuteronomy and the Priestly Document. As 
is only to be expected with works in which such a mass of material is 
accumulated, both originated at a comparatively late date. But in both 
cases, scholars long ago learned to make a distinction between the time 
of composition of the draft as such, which is of course only conjec¬ 
tural, and the age of the separate pieces of material. With the Priestly 
Document, however, the discovery that it contains old, and indeed 
very old, material has come as a surprise, considering the wholesale late 
dating earlier attributed to it.®"^ But the two works arc so extraordinarily 
different both in their derivation and their aim that a fair comparison 
of them is scarcely possible. In its basic and formative traditions 
Deuteronomy is Israelite, it draws up and lives by the traditions of the 
old Israelite Amphictyony, and it appears to have been given its essen¬ 
tial shape in the northern kingdom. In contrast with this, in the 
Priestly Document we are dealing with traditions which belong in the 
main to Judea and Jerusalem. Another quite general point is this : 
approaching the Priestly Document via Deuteronomy, one must first 
come to terms with the matter-of-fact, austere way in which the 
former presents its material. In Deuteronomy there is that which makes 
its appeal to the heart (though it also reckons with the intellect-it is 
constantly most willing to explain things). It is, in a word, thoroughly 
adapted to the person reading or hearing it and to his powers of 
theological comprehension. With the Priestly Document this heartfelt 
desire to show the meaning of things is completely lacking. P’s task was 
essentially complete when it had gathered and sifted the material and 
classified it theologically. The various pieces of cultic material are to a 
large extent presented with such bare objectivity, and so much without 
any addition which gives the theological significance, that the task of 
interpretation passes over unawares from the hands of the theologian 

J. Hempel, “Priesterkodex,” in Pauly-Wissowa, vol. xxii. 2, cols. i943fF.;M. 
Noth, Die Gesetze im Pentateuch (in Ges. Studien) ; G. von Rad, Die Priesterschrift im 
Hexateuch{B,'W.A.N.T.), 1943 ;k. Elliger, “Sinn und Urspmng der priesterschrift- 
lichen Geschichtserzahlung,” in Z. Th. K., 1952 , pp. i2iff.; K. Koch, “Die Eigenart 
der priesterschriftlichen Sinaigesetzgebung,” in Z. Th. K., 1958 , pp. 36ff. 

K. Galling in the analysis of Ex. xxvfF. (Exodus, I939» H.A.T.); K. Elliger, “Das 
Gesetz Lev. XVIII , " in Z.AIP.i 955 ,pp. iff. 
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to the Biblical archaeologist. This character of the Priestly Document 
must be linked with its aim, so utterly different from that of Deutero¬ 
nomy, an aim about which, of course, we still know all too little. 

Earlier on, when we were looking at tlic liveliness of the stories in 
JE, we noticed in passing the question whether it was possible to 
regard P, with its load of material for the regulation of tlic cult, as 
history in any real sense, and whether it is not rather a cultic law-book. 
On the other hand it has recently been emphasised more than once, 
and rightly so, that P is a genuine historical work .98 The coldness and 
stiffiiess of the presentation, which give the appearance of an utter lack 
of interest in ordinary humanity, psychology, and the poetry of the 
situations, though they make P have less appeal today, do not in the 
least prove that this work has no genuine theological concern for 
history. Only, the concern is of a very different kind from that of JE’s 
picture of the history. As can be seen particularly clearly from the 
history of the patriarchs in P, the subject of the account is not the 
hidden guidance of the men Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, and their 
reaction to it: rather it is the growth of particular cultic institutions 
out of the history. P depicts a course of history in which new mani¬ 
festations, institutions, and regulations are revealed from age to age. 
It is obvious that a body of varied cultic material (P*) has been second¬ 
arily inserted into P. It has been rightly said that only what is organically 
connected with the account of the history proper is to be attributed to 
the original P.®® But the actual volume of secondary matter can hardly 
ever be precisely isolated from the original. We are dealing here with 
specifically priestly literature, about whose laws of growth we as yet 
know very little. Since this literature, in contrast with JE, had never 
left the sacral sphere, we have probably to reckon with a much steadier 
process of elaboration; and we ought not to make too wide a gap 
between the fmished form as it was planned and achieved and the 
secondary accretions. The fact that this history of cultic institutions 
begins with the creation of the world shows the tremendous theo¬ 
logical claim made by P. Obviously then the only appropriate way of 
treating the worship of Israel is to take it in the light of this background 
-only then is everything set in due proportion. P is utterly serious in 
wanting to show that the cult which entered history in the people of 

Particularly by Noth, Pentateuch, pp. yff*; cf. also S. Mowinckel in Z.A. W,, 
ms, p. n. I. 

K. Elliger, in Z. Th. K., 1952 ,p. 122. 
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Israel is tlic goal of the origin and evolution of the world. Creation 
itself was designed to lead to this Israel^®® 

Eor the picture of the history in the sources JE and D, the event at 
Sinai consisted in the solemn proclamation of Jahweh^s justice. P 
depicts the same event from a completely different angle-at Sinai 
Jahweh founded Israel’s cult.^®^ It is generally agreed that the following 
passages belong to the oldest elements in P’s Sinai pericope: Ex. xxiv. 
15-18, xxv-xxxi, XXXIV. 29-3 5, xxxv-xl ; Lev. viii-x, xvi ; 
Num. i-iv, VIII. 5 - 22 , IX. 15-23, x. i-io. According to these ele¬ 
ments Jahweh first proclaimed all that was required for the place of 
worship, designated Aaron and his sons as the cult personnel, and at 
the same time gave directions for their solemn installation. All these 
orders, as P reports later, were carefully carried out. The first cycle in 
the account is rounded off with the description of the first sacrifice 
which those who had been duly consecrated as priests offered at the 
tabernacle which had been duly erected-the cult is inaugurated. In a 
second cycle an account is given of the census of the people, the estab¬ 
lishment of the camp order, and the settling of the duties of the Levites, 
their purification and the offering of them as a “wave offering.” There¬ 
after follows the departure from Sinai (Num. x. I iff.). 

[b) The Tent, the Arky and the Glory of God^^^ 

The object which, since the time of Luther, we Germans have been 
in the habit of calling the Stiftshiitte (tabernacle) is not a tent in the full 
sense of the term, for according to its description, it consisted of a 
massive frame of boards overlaid with gold, upon which the precious 
carpets were spread; it was an oblong structure 30 cubits long by 12 

H. Holzinger, Einleitmg in das Hexateuchy Freiburg and Leipzig 1893, pp. 3 5 8,3 87. 

In view of P’s one-sided concentration on the cult, it is most improbable that it 
too originally contained the Decalogue. On the other hand we have to ask whether P 
really did not regard the events at Sinai as a covenant of Jahweh with Israel, for such a 
deviation from the older Sinai tradition would indeed be very remarkable. However, 
we must reckon with the possibility that when P was combined with JE, traditional 
material would be excised from P as well as from JE; that is, we have to reckon with 
the possibility that the redactor started from the presupposition that P was to be read 
and understood together with JE. 

M. Dibelius, D ie Lade Gottingen 1906; E. Sellin, “Das Zelt Jahwes,” in 

Festschrift fUr R. Kittel, Leipzig 1913 » pp. i<58fF.; R. Hartmann, “Zelt und Lade,” in 
Z.A. IF., 1917-18, pp. 209fF.; G. von Rad, “Zelt und Lade,” in Neue kirchliche Zeitschrifty 
193 pp- reprinted in Ges. Studiertypp. I09ff.; J. Morgenstem, “The Ark, the 

Ephod and the Tent,” in Hebrew Union College Annual, i 942 - 3 * 
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cubits broad and 10 cubits high, at the back of which a cube-shaped 
chamber 10 x 10 X 10 cubits was separated off by a curtain as the 
Holy of Holies.^®® Here stood the Ark, a rectangular wooden casket, 
2 ^ cubits long, ij broad and i-|- high, which could be carried by means 
of long poles. In the Holy Place in front of the Holy of Holies were 
the Table of Shewbread and the seven-bran&cd candlestick. In the 
forecourt (whose dimensions were 10 X 50 cubits) there stood, before 
the shorter side of this tent, the altar of burnt-o&ring. This forecourt 
was in turn separated from the outside world by rows of pillars from 
which curtains were to be hung. The name given to this whole struc¬ 
ture is no more uniform in P than in the other documents. The term 
most often used is the simple niriQSnK, “the tent of meeting”: 
nnrn bm or m*7i?n pi!?o, “the tent or dwelling-place of wit¬ 
ness,” are much less frequent, being occasionally used instead of 

But what theological conclusions can be gathered from the 
almost wholly technical accounts of P’s regulations for the tabernacle? 
Since their yield in the way of direct theological statement is meagre in the 
extreme, we shall attempt to approach the question via history, because 
the whole concept of niriQbnk is not a newly created construction of 
P: on this subject P rather takes its stand on old traditions about a holy 
tent, something of which can still be ascertained from the Hexateuch. 

In Ex. xxxm. 7-11, an E passage strangely isolated from its context, 
an account is given of a sacral tent which Moses pitched without the 
camp, and which served as the place to seek oracles from Jahweh and 
had the name inQ'rriK. Although it has the same name, this tent 
is quite different from the tabernacle of P. Here we are dealing with a 
much older source. Indeed, there is good reason to believe that Ex. 
xxxm, 7-11 derives as a tradition from a very early period, perhaps 
even from the period before Israel settled in Palestine. It is not in any 
circumstances to be assumed that the Ark was already placed in this 
tent. On the contrary. Tent and Ark were two cult objects existing 
independently of each other in the earlier period as the cultic foci of 
two completely distinct groups.^®^ The traditions about the holy Tent 

^®^ The cubit in ancient Israel is to be taken as roughly 20 in. 

104 xxvn. 21, xxvra. 43, xxix. 4, lof., 30, 32,44. xxx. 16,18,20 and 

frequently. Myn Num. ix. 15, xvn.22f.[7f.],xvni.2. mVH Ex. xxxvin. 

21; Num. i. 50, 53, x. iiand frequently. 

^0® The tent in which the Ark was put for the time being has nothing to do with the 
tent of meeting, il Sam. vi. 17; l Kings 1. 39 . 
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are however much sparser than those about the Ark. Apart from the 
account in Ex. xxxiiL7~ii (E), which looks thoroughly primitive, 
there are further notices of the Tent in Num. xi. 16, 24-26, xii. 4(E), 
and in the isolated report in Deut. XXXI. I4f. (E?). In these references 
we meet with a very striking idea of the relationship in which Jahweh 
stood to this Tent. The Tent is not in the least the place where Jahweh 
dwells on earth, as was the case later with, for instance, the Temple of 
Solomon; it is merely the point of meeting, the place of encounter 
between Jahweh and Moses. Jahweh makes his appearance from heaven 
and manifests himself “in the cloud” which settles “by the door of the 
tent.” And as a result the Tent gets the name of “tent of meeting” 
nr"‘Niphal, “to meet with,” “to make an appointment with,” cf. 
Ex. xxxni. 7 and also Ex. xxix. 43 It does not look as though 
regular sacrificial worship was offered before this Tent. All that is 
clear is that these encounters took place at the times when Israel wanted 
to get definite directions. The Tent was thus a place where oracles 
were sought and the word of Jahweh proclaimed. Another thing to be 
noticed is that the holy Tent was obviously closely bound up with a 
concept of the camp-both belonged together, and neither could exist 
independently of the other. After the settlement of Israel in Canaan 
the Tent disappears from the history. 108 
The Ark is a different matter altogether. We find traces of it in the 
tradition for centuries. It was in existence in the “wilderness period” 
(Num. X. 35). It is mentioned later in the report of the conquest 
(Josh, iii-vi). After this it comes to our notice as the sacral focus of the 
league of the twelve tribes (i Sam. i-vl). And, fmally, it stood in the 
Temple of Solomon. It was probably lost at the destruction ofjerusalem 
in 586. Jeremiah opposed any idea of its replacement (Jer. iil. 16). This 
makes it apparent that it was far easier to adapt the Ark to very differ¬ 
ent historical conditions than was the case with the Tent, which was 
bound up with the camp. In consequence, the ideas obtaining about the 
Ark’s importance in the cult are also much more fluid, for we cannot 
assume that only one and the same conception of it always persisted 

The notice that the Tent stood without the camp does not at all look like an 
invention, and deserves credence from the very fact that it contradicts the later con¬ 
ception in the Priestly Document. 

A. Kuschke, “Die Lagervorstcllung der priestlichen Erzahlung,” in Z.A.W., 
1951, pp. 74ff-; H. J. Kraus, Gottesdienst in Israel, p. 28. 

According to a late account (n Chron. i. 3) the Tent finally found a place of 
establishment in Gibcon. 
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throughout so many periods and places. The only precise description 
of the Ark’s external appearance is given by P (Ex. xxv. loff.), but it 
is not to be assumed that the older sources had any essentially different 
picture of it.^®® Archaeologically it belongs to a special class of cubic 
objects. It is the throne of a deity which is left empty. Or, to put it 
more exactly, Israel thought of the Ark as the throne of Jahwch.^^® 
Wherever the Ark is Jahweh is always fully present. When the Ark is 
raised during the wandering in the wilderness, Jahweh too rises to go 
before Israel : when it is put down, then he resumes his seat on his 
throne (Num. x. 35f., reading ilSE? instead of naie; in vs. 36). We 
have to imagine the same conditions obtaining in Shiloh, according to 
I Sam. III. 3-6, and in Jerusalem, according to ii Sam. vi. The descrip¬ 
tion of Jahweh as the one who “sits enthroned upon the cherubim” 
(D*'3n3n aer) is closely connected with the Ark (cf. i Sam. iv. 4, 
and also ii Kings xix. 15 ; Pss. xxn. 6, xxvn. 4, lxxxiv. 3, 5 [2,4]). Thus, 
two completely different “theologies” are connected with the Tent and 
with the Ark-with the former it is a theology of manifestation, but 
with the latter one of presence.^^^ Solomon’s Temple, where the Ark. 
was in the Holy of Holies, was still conceived as a place where Jahweh 
was present in person (i Kings vm. 12). This presence was always 
regarded as bestowing blessing. It is characteristic that the coming of 
the Ark to Israel let loose great outbursts of joy, even leading to cory- 
bantic behaviour before it (cf. iSam. iv.4fF., vi, 13, i9;iiSam. vi. 5, 14). 
This characteristic reappears even as late as the Chronicler, who has 
such a definite disposition towards praise-in place of P’s sombre 
tabernacle theology, he again takes up the old Ark tradition.^^® 

Admittedly picture of the wilderness period has remarkably few mentions 
of the Ark (apart from Num. x. 35f. there is only Num. xrv. 39-45). But many 
commentators have rightly assumed that an account of the setting up of the Ark 
which stood after Ex. xxxra. 6 was cut out by the redactor, because it would have 
conflicted with that of P; cf., for example, Eissfeldt in Z .A .W 1940-1, pp. I92f. 

None the less, it is remarkable that this cultic object is never called throne but 
“casket.” This indicates that the ancient Israelite idea of a throne displaced an even 
older one which conceived the Ark as really a container. Perhaps there is a connexion 
with the Egyptian caskets of the gods. See the interesting comparison from the point 
of view of comparative religion with Old Egyptian theology in K. Sethe,Abh,d, 
Preuss. Akademie d. Wissensch., Phil. hist. Klasse, Berlin, 1929, No. 4. 

It may be mentioned that in general in the sacral architecture of the ancient 
East there is a distinction between a temple where the deity manifests himself and 
one where he dwells. W. Andrae,Da5 Gotteshaus und die Urformen des Buuens im 
alten 0 rient, Berlin 1930* See below, pp. 35of. 
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The Dcutcronomic and Dcutcronomistic idea of the Ark is difFcr- 
eiit from the old conception of it as a throne (Deut. x. I~5>i Kings 
VIII. 9). With them the Ark is the thing which contains the tables, and 
nothing more—for in such a view it is cultically inconceivable that the 
throne should also have at the same time served as a container. We 
should take this conception as a rationalisation, indeed as a demythol- 
ogisation, for according to the Deuteronomic theology, Jahweh dwells 
in heaven-as to earth, he had placed his name at the place ofworshipd^® 
From now on the Tent can also be called (the tent of the 

law). One gets the distinct impression, especially as the period is so 
late and so reflective, that the intention is to parry an idea which was 
no longer compatible with the new theology. For all that it was prob¬ 
ably not an innovation to think of the Ark as a receptacle; it was per¬ 
haps a return to a still older idea, since the throne already had the 
name casket. 

We now come back to the Priestly Document, for initially the 
Tabernacle is to be regarded simply as a combination of Tent and Ark. 
The date of the coalescing of these two heterogeneous streams of 
tradition can no longer be determined. 114 All that can be said is that 
there can hardly have been any actual cultic event corresponding to 
this union; it is rather the result of a theoretic recasting of the old 
traditions by the priests. The combination did not however lead to a 
mutual assimilation of the two ideas on an equal footing. Rather, P 
makes it perfectly clear that it came into being as a revival of the old 

Deut. XXVI. 15 , XII. 5» I I. 21 , and elsewhere. 

How alien to one another the two ideas of Jahweh’s coming down to men were 
is seen in Nathan’s protest against the attempt to connect Jahweh with a dwelling- 
place (ii Sam. vn. 6f.). There probably lies at the back of this protest just that old, and 
perhaps old Judean, Tent-manifestation theology which could not get accustomed to 
the idea of Jahweh’s being bound to a place. Even if the information given by the 
Chronicler is open to serious doubt, that, after the bringing of the Ark into the 
Temple, the tent had its place in Gibeon (n Chron. i. 3), the notice none 
the less does show for how long people were still aware of the independence 
and separateness of the two cultic objects. Anyone who sees more in David’s tent 
(iiSam. VI. 17, 1 Kings 1. 39, vi 11. 4) than a temporary measure ought logically to 
assume that the connexion between Tent and Ark had already been made by the 
time of David, and that the tradition of the tent which had been displaced by the 
idea of the Temple as a dwelling-place was revived by P. On the relationship of the 
Tabernacle of the Priestly Document to David’s tent see F. M. Cross, “The Taber¬ 
nacle,” in The Biblical Archaeologist, 1947, p. 63 . Still, it is peculiar that the Davidic 
tent is not called (in I Kings VI 11 .4 the term is an interpolation). 


Tent and manifestation theology. The dwelling-place and throne idea 
is practically superseded. As the place of expiation and also the place 
where Jahweh spoke (Num. vii. 89 ), the Ark with its cherubim had an 
importance which could not be dispensed with, but it no longer func¬ 
tioned as Jahweh’s throned^® Ex. xxix. 42 f. is particularly important: 
Jahweh there sums up the cultic significance of the Tabernacle which 
is to be erected in the words : “there will I appear, to speak to you, 
and there I will meet with the people of Israel.’*^^® These words would 
be meaningless if Jahweh were thought of as dwelling in the Tent. 
But they do have meaning if the Tent is understood as the one and only 
place of meeting between Jahweh and Israel. In actual fact, P carries 
this idea through with great consistency even in many of the separate 
narratives : it is a constantly recurring event-Israel sees the glory of 
Jahweh coming down in the cloud and resting upon the Tent.^^’ 

The translation of mn*’ by “the glory of Jahweh” is only a 

makeshift. Semantically, what lies at the base of the term is the idea 
of “weight,” of “standing” (gravitas)^ and of “honour.” The pos¬ 
sessions of Jacob are his T133 (Gen. xxxi. I)-that is, they are what 
gives him standing. And a people’s HISJS is its nobility, its leaders (Is. 
V. 13 ), or its might in history in general (Is. xvi. 14, xvili. 3, xxi. 16). 
T133 is by and large that asset which makes peoples or individuals, 
and even objects, impressive, and usually this is understood as something 
that can be perceived or expressed. ^^*Thus Jahweh’s *1133 also, that is, 
his power and standing, his honour, were perceptible in the world in 
the most varied of ways—^in actual fact it fills the whole creation 
(Is. VI. 3 ), and there is a duty laid upon men and angels to praise God 
and acknowledge this honour given him by his strength (Ps. xxix. 9 ), 
an honour which Jahweh claims for himself alone (Is. XLII. 8 ). But the 
incomparable power ofjahweh is also experienced in history, wherever 

Since this idea is uniformly carried through, it is of no importance that terms 
belonging to the older idea of the temple as a dwelling-place occasionally break 
through (e.g. Ex. xxix. 45 ). The same holds true of the expressions that cultic opera¬ 
tions were performed “before Jahweh,” as they are found much more frequently in 
secondary texts (p). 

Further details on the opposition between the concept of manifestation and that 
of dwelling are given in A. Kuschke, “Die Lagervorstellung der priesterschriftlichen 
Erzahlung,” in Z.A.W., 1951, pp. 84 !?*. Cf. also Ex. xxv. 22, XXX. 6, 36. 

Ex. XVI. 10, XL . 34; Lev. ix. 6 , 23 ; Num. xiv. 10, xvi. 19, xv 11 . 7 [xv 1 . 41 ], xx. 6 . 

B. Stein, Der Begriff Kebod Jahwemd seine Bedeutung fir die atl Gotteserkentniss, 
Lechte, Enisdetten i. W. 193 9. 
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Jahweh “gets himself glory” (Ex. xiv. 4 , \ Ezek. xxviii.22), that is, 

where the power of his action in history becomes apparent. But as well 
as these and other references of a more general kind, there is a further, 
and much more sharply defined, idea of the mn*’ According to 

it, the was something belonging immediately to Jahweh, a part 

of his supernatural being; thus, especially in Ezekiel and the Priestly 
Document, the mn'’‘D2D becomes an important terminus technicus 
in describing theophanies. It is described in greater detail in Ps. xcvii. 
iff. and Ex. xxiv.i5fF. (P), and there is a much more elaborate theo¬ 
logical delineation of it in Ezek.i. iffi The component parts in Ezekiel 
-storm, cloud, fire, and lightning-point to a thunderstorm. Never¬ 
theless it was an utter oversimplification to speak of Jahweh as a 
“thunderstorm god.” A very early age may have seen in the thunder¬ 
storm a special revelation of the power of Jahweh. But now, and 
especially in P, the idea of the iTirT’ HISD is a long-established tradi¬ 
tional element, and any meteorological connexions have long been left 
behind. It is a matter of the descent of a fire-like phenomenon which, 
since men could not bear the sight of it, is covered by a protecting 
cloud.ii® 

Thus, in P’s view the rriiTTina is simply the form of manifestation 
which Jahweh employed in order to reveal to Israel particular decisions 
of his will, the settling of matters of importance, etc. Since his first 
appearance, the relationship of Jahweh to Israel had assumed a com¬ 
pletely new form. Only now had it come from a provisional form into 
its fmal one. 

It is common knowledge that the Priestly Document pictured the 
history which it recounted as a series of divine revelations, connecting 
them with Noah, Abraham, and Moses. Abraham was the one who 
received the promise of the land and of a new relationship to God for 
his descendants. Now Israel had arisen out of the patriarchs. But she 
was as yet entirely without a cult. In order to produce this cultless 
state, P excised from the traditions which it inherited all records of 
sacrifices in the period from Abraham down to the revelation at Sinai, 
An even clearer description of the coming of the mn** T1SD as the breaking in 
of a transcendent reality is given by Ezekiel (“the heavens opened,” Ezek. 1.1). and 
his picture of the whole manifestation is also much more detailed. The niir’IIDDis 
here too a fire-like phenomenon, which however discloses the outline of a human 
form (Ezek. 1 . 26-S): it sits enthroned over the whirling wheels of the cherubim, 
poised upon which it leaves the sanctuary, and upon which it reappears in order to 
come down into the new temple (Ezek. XLiri. 2-4). 
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and in many other ways as well it distorted the traditional material. But 
precisely because of this what was new in the epoch that began with 
Sinai stood out the more prominently. Yet this new thing is not really 
the Tabernacle or the sacrificial worship which now begins, for what 
would be the point of a place of worship or a sacrifice if they had 
lacked an authorisation and legitimation by God beforehand? Thus, 
what is new in the period after Sinai is Jahwch’s revelation of himself 
in the mnmM, in which he now puts himself at Israel's disposal. 
With the first solemn appearance of the glory of Jahweh over the 
Tabernacle (Ex. xL.34f.) the ancient promises to the patriarchs that 
Jahweh would be Israel’s God (Gen. Xvii.7) were fulfilled. 

(c) The Cuhic Officials 

In this paragraph and those that follow, we enter upon a discussion 
of some of Israel’s special cultic regulations and ideas. The Hebrew 
equivalent for our word cult is m 3 S 7 , which means the “service” or 
worship of God, since the Hebrew verb HSl? frequently denotes the 
worship of Jahweh or of other gods with a cultd^o 
easy to say what Israel regarded as the essence and special feature of this 
cult or “service.” If we try to find in the Old Testament a term which 
in some degree gathers up the complex field of man’s activities and 
duties vis-a-vis God, the formula given us is “for Jahweh”; for there 
are a large number of references, at once recognisable as old formulae, 
according to which a cultic act is designated as “for Jahweh.” Thus, in 
the calendar for the festivals and elsewhere we meet with the provision 
that the great pilgrimage festivals were to be solemnised “for Jahweh” 
In the same way Passover was “a Passover for Jahweh” 
(mn^^ nos) .122 yg^ gf release was “a release for Jahweh” 
ntaoE?) and the Sabbath was described in the same terms 
4 ^^ The Nazirite was “one set apart for Jahweh**^^®: 
indeed, wherever in the sphere of worship men, animals, or objects 

ra. 12. DC. I. 13 , XX. 5; Deut. iv. 19, vm. rg; ii Klngs X. 18 and frequently. 

Ex. XII. 14 , XIII. 6, XXXII.5 ; Lev. XXIII. 6, 41 . 

122 Ex. XII. 11 . 27, 48 ; Lev. xxm. 5, 

^2® Deut. XV. 2 . The Deuteronomic paraenesis about the year of release almost 
came into direct conflict with the new accepted formula “to Jahweh,” for, as is well 
known, it understood the old cultic regulation solely from the social and humani¬ 
tarian point of view. 

^24 Ex. XVI. 23, 25, XXXI. 1 5, XXXV. 2 ; Lev. xxii. 3, XXV. 2. 4. 

^25 Num. VI. 2, $£, 12. The “ordination” of a priest also took place “for Jahweh.” 
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were taken out of the daily, secular life, they were “holy for Jahweh” 
And right at the very heart of it all are the sacrifices, 
with or without the blood, where the same stereotyped phraseology is 
to be found. 127 The inference to be drawn from this way of speaking of 
it, which is both widespread and fixed, is that Israel regarded the cult 
as the place where pre-eminently it was incumbent upon her to make 
room for Jahweh’s right and for the claim which he made. Thus, what 
took place in the cult can also be designated as the of God (n 

Kings XVII.26; Jer. v. 4, viii.7). This “right” of God’s in human life 
was therefore the primary and constitutive factor-it was the founda¬ 
tion-stone of the cult, and everything else followed from it. No cultic 
celebration was solemnised for Israel, but they were all “for Jahweh.” 
But the sphere in which that right of God (which nullified all human 
claims) had to be respected was not an ideal one : on the contrary, it was 
very realistically demarcated by means of a holy place, holy men and 
women, holy things, and holy seasons. And the holiness of all these 
stood or fell with the belief in the real presence of Jahweh at his 
sanctuary, or at least with the belief in his presence there from time to 
time. The coming of Jahwch-it might be to the sacrifices-was a 
moment of the highest solemnity, for which the congregation was 
made ready by the cultic cry, “Silence (on) at the presence of Jahweh!” 
“Silence at the presence of Jahweh ! He rouses himself from his holy 
dwelling.”^^® Finally, it is this presence which imposes upon man a 
quite definite behaviour, and this behaviour was one which, out of 
consideration for God’s holiness, was subjected to particular rules and 
regulations demanding careful observance. Wherever we meet this 
phenomenon we have a right to say that wc arc in the sphere of the 
cult. 


If we try to find in the cultic vocabulary of the Old Testament a 
general formula answering to the significance of the cult for Israel, 
we can say that the cult brings Israel to the remembrance of Jahweh. 
At least, the expression God’s remembrance nDT,r-iaT) occurs fre¬ 
quently, and is brought into relationship with a great variety of cultic 
activities. For example, the sacrifice which is to be offered when adul¬ 
tery is suspected is a Tn3Tnm» (Num. V. 15 ). The blowing of 
trumpets in the cult brings Israel into Jahweh’s remembrance (omsM 


Ex. XXVIII. 36, XXXIX. 30; Lev. xxvii. 14, 21, 23, 28, 30; Jos. vi. 19; Jg. xvii. 3. 
Lev. I. 2, 14, XVII. 4, xxii. 29, xxiii. 12, xxvii. g, 11 and frequently. 

Zeph. I. 7; Zech. n. 17 [13]. 
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mn*' and serves as a “rcnrcmbrancc before Jahweh” 

nns* Num. X. pf.). The same term is used of the spoil taken in the 
war against the Midianites (Num.xxxi. 54). Similarly, the atonement 
money for Israel serves “as a remembrance before Jahweh” (Ex. xxx. 
16). The High Priest bears the name of the tribes on the shoulder- 
pieces of the ephod as “a remembrance before Jahweh” (Ex. xxviii. 
12 , 29 ), etc. The expression probably became so much the common 
property of the cult that it could be said to someone who was 
offering a sacrifice, “May Jahweh remember thine offering’" (Ps. xx. 

4 [3]). 

If in this section and those which follow, we attempt to give a short 
sketch of the significance of the ctdtic material in P, it is essential to 
bear in mind that P is an historical work, and not something like a great 
theological schema which has been superficially tricked out in the gar¬ 
ments of a supposed history. If P’s main purpose is to be an historical 
work, this is important for the interpretation of the different kinds of 
cultic material, because P’s interest in them is not so comprehensive as 
has been generally assumed. The document in no sense develops any¬ 
thing like an even reasonably complete theology of the cult. In this 
respect it has in general been much overestimated. Its interests are 
rather confined to the means by which the various offices and rites 
received their legitimation. In the case of the institution of circumcision 
(Gen. xvn) or the observance of the Passover (Ex. Xli),it is of course 
clear that P’s account is concerned to prove that these rituals emerged 
out of the saving history at the divine command. Eurther, the number 
of cultic institutions which P sought to anchor in the saving history 
is not great-circumcision (Gen. xvn), Passover (Ex. xii), the status 
conferred upon Aaron (Ex. xxvnif, Lev. vmf.), and that of the Levites 
(Num. nif.,viii). In its attempts to do this, P is elaborate and verbose. 
On the other hand, in these lengthy descriptions the reader does not 
find any answer to what is after all the obvious question, how the rite 
of circumcision is related to the election of Abraham, that is, why it 
was this and no other rite that was essential if Abraham was to accept 
the preferred covenant relationship. It is difficult to say whether in 
such cases P could have said more, had it judged that necessary, or 
whether the only information it possessed about the rites was that they 
were commanded. But the same judgment has also to be made on the 
information which it gives about the ministering activity of the priests 
and the Levites. In spite of the abundance of the source-material, the 
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picture which wc can gain from it is defective, and it especially lacks 
inner theological unity at important points. Therefore the exegete, 
unless he wishes to restrict himself to an unfolding of the material 
itself, needs often enough to have recourse to older sources, or else he 
must with due caution attempt to elucidate P’s stiff, reserved material 
from his general understanding of Jahwism. 

None of the sacral offices in Israel has such a long history as the 
priesthood. There is no doubt that it goes back to the earliest begin¬ 
nings of Jahwism, and it came to an end only when Herod’s Temple 
was reduced to ashes by the troops of Titus. It is to be assumed right 
away that many changes occurred in the priesthood during this tre¬ 
mendous period. On the other hand, in Israel, remarkably enough, it 
never came to the formation of really powerful hierarchies, as else¬ 
where in the ancient East at important sanctuaries. Obviously the 
conditions necessary for wider political activity were not present. In 
addition there was no place in Israel for a number of duties which else¬ 
where were a chief province of the priesthood (taking of omens, 
exorcism, the care of images, etc.) Unfortunately our knowledge of 
the history of the priesthood in Israel is very slight. In early times the 
priestly office was already a prerogative of the Levites. The very ancient 
story in Jg. xvm. iff. makes it clear that even in that early period only a 
Levite could hold this office. Apparently the demands made upon a 
cultic official were so great that only one who had been brought up in 
the continuity of the tribal and family traditions could adequately meet 
all its varied requirements. It would be wise not to underestimate the 
intellectual accomplishment involved in mastering the sacral traditions 
and their proper practical application. The priest’s office was of course 
by no means exhausted in the offering of the sacrifices. In olden days 
sacrifices could also be offered by lay people-this was probably the 
mle except for sacrifices at the main sanctuaries. 130 All the dealings of the 
people of Jahwch with its God were imposed upon the priestly office: 
the priest was thus pre-eminently the person competent to mediate any 
kind of divine decision. It was to him that people went when they 
wanted an oracle from Jahweh (iSam. xiv.iSf., 36 f.); it was he who 
could manipulate the sacred lot, the Urim and Thumniin (i Sam. 
XXVIII.6; Deut. xxxiii. 8). But our most important source for the pre- 
exilic priesthood, the oracle concerning Levi in the Blessing of Moses, 
M. Noth, Amt und Berufungim Alien Testamenty Bonn 1958 , pp. 9^* 

13® Jg. VI. 22ff., XIII. 19. 
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names the giving of “torah” as the main function of the pricst.^®^ The 
priests “teach” Israel Jaliwch’s ordinances and his “torah” (Dcut. 
XXXIII. 10 ). By “torah” we have to understand tire priests’ instruction 
of the laity, which was probably chiefly concerned with questions about 
clean and unclean. Hag. n.iiff. enables us to get an approximate idea of 
the kind of questions which occurred in everyday life and were put to 
the priests and answered by them. In addition, the priests had to give 
decisions in questions involving sacral law (Deut. xvn.Sff.). But this 
means that they had to be completely competent in the tradition of the 
divine law. In addition, it was the priests who, out of the copious store 
of sacral-legal traditions, had to compile the series which were rehearsed 
to the cultic community at the great festivals.^®® Further, in cases where 
there was dispute, they and they alone could decide whether a man was 
a member of the community of Jahweh or excluded from it (Deut. 
XXIII. iff.). We must assume that the priests were already charged with 
these and similar duties in early times, and we find them again in the 
sacral regulations of the Priestly Document, the only difference being 
that the rituals are there given in much greater detail, and the cultic 
procedures laid down as absolutely fixed—^indeed, their norms are in 
process of ossification. In P the whole apparatus of the cult is much 
more complicated, and is definitely on a much larger scale, than it was 
in the old days-just think of the hierarchical gradation of the cultic 
officials or the ramifications of the Levitical family tree. However much 
we may have to guard against assuming that this or that cultic activity 
is of necessity “late” just because it occurs in P or in P*, we must at the 
same time assume that the extensive cultic regulations of P and P^ have 
as their background the experiences and results of a long cultic history. 
How else could the hierarchy (High Priest, priesthood, and Levites) 
have been so minutely systematised in all their functions and rights? 
Even the period for which the priest should serve was laid down-it 
comprised a week (Ex. xxix. 30; Lk. i.8f.). When they were not 
serving, the priests lived outside Jerusalem-was it in the Levitical 
cities of Judah 

If the giving of torah was probably the priest’s most important 
function in the pre-exilic period, it is strange that it is hardly ever 

131 Pnest and torah are frequently mentioned together in a stereotyped way, cf. 
Hos. IV. If., 6 ; Zeph. m. 4; Mic. m. n; Jer. ii. 8, xvm. 18; Ezek. vii. 26 . 

^32 See above, pp. i 9 of. 

^33 Josh. XXI. 13-16; cf. Alt. KS., vol.il, pp. 294 ff. 
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mentioned in the material which goes to make up P. On one occasion 
only do we read about the duty of distinguishing between the holy and 
the profane (*?n), between clean and unclean, and of a priestly teaching 
office referring to these matters (Lev. x. lof., . 26, 

XLiv. 23). Instead of this torah, which in one way or another always 
functions publicly, what stands in the foreground in P and is the pro¬ 
fessional knowledge circulating within the priesthood. 134 But it 

would be quite wrong to draw the conclusion that a change had come 
over the priestly office, that is, a process of becoming mechanical and 
merely formal. We must part company with the perfectly false idea 
that P, including its secondary material, intends to comprehend the 
whole of Israel’s cultic life. What it offers is rather only one special 
section, which is designed to regulate the cult particularly in its ritual 
technicalities and the priest’s proper professional knowledge3^^ 

All the same, the rituals incorporated in the Priestly Document do 
allow us to see something of the variety of the departments in which a 
priest had to exercise his professional knowledge. As regards the way 
in which the obtaining of oracles, already mentioned, took place in 
individual cases in the cult, information is given by the ritual to be 
performed in the case of a woman suspected of adultery, which is 
extremely old (Nurn. v. i 2 fF.). The proper recital of the words of the 
curse, which is the climax of the whole procedure (vs. 2if.), was no 
light matter in the ancient world. In the same way, blessing, that is, 
“putting” the name of Jahweh upon the cultic community, was the 
business of the priests (Num. vi.22fF.). A different aspect is encoun¬ 
tered in the so-called torah on leprosy (Lev. xmf.). It shows how the 
priest had to be competent in the wide sphere of sacral medicine, of 

The literary category of giving instruction in the torah-recognisable by the 
form of personal address-is only very rare in P, e.g. Lev. vii. 22-7. For the concept 
daath as the priest’s professional knowledge see J. Begrich, “Die Priesterliche Tora,” 
in Werden und Wesen des Alten Testatnents, Bei. Z.A.W. No. 66 , Berlin 1936, 
pp. 85 f.,andR. RendtorfF, D ieGesetze in derPriesterschrift.hQncQfonhciiQd as Gesetxe, 
Gottingen 1954 , pp. 34, 45 , 66 , 77. But cf. K. Koch, Die Priesterschrift von Exodus 23 bis 
Lo/iticus 16. E\ne uberlieferungsgeschichtliche und Iiterarkritische Gottingen 

1959 , pp. 66f. 

The custody and transmission of historical (amphictyonic) traditions must also 
have been part of the priest’s direct professional duties. H. W. Wolff has made it 
appear likely that Hosea’s term daath is to be taken as knowledge of the traditions 
of the saving history: “Wissen urn Gott bei Hosea als Urform von Theologie,” in 

Ev. Th., 1952-3, pp. 533 lfi 
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whose range the torah on leprosy and the chapter dealing with unclean 
bodily discharges (Lev. xv) certainly give only an incomplete idea. 
The decisions of the priests were of final significance, for they func¬ 
tioned as the mouthpiece of Jahweh himself: Jahweh bound himself 
by what they said in excluding the persons concerned from the cult, 
or reinstating them into it. These words Kill “it is leprosy,” 

and the others Kinmno. “he is clean,” were undoubtedly distinctly 
and solemnly pronounced by the priests over the patient (Lev. xm. 
15 , 17, etc.). For the purposes of the history of form, these declaratory 
formulae and others like them, great numbers of which are to be found 
in the Priestly Document, preserve for us what was an important ele¬ 
ment in Israel’s cult, because they let us see that in the performance of 
ritual observances it was only the declaratory divine word of accep¬ 
tance or rejection uttered by the priests which decided the issue.^®® 
Such cultic declaratory pronouncements of course presuppose a careful 
investigation based on definite evidence, of which we only have a 
partial knowledge, an evaluation in which the authority exercised by 
the priest was often immense. Lev. xxvii gives us a glimpse of a 
curious department of the priest’s service, the conversion of particular 
vows into the corresponding monetary equivalent. The valuation 
Lev. xxvn. 8, 12, 14) was probably done fairly mechanically 
on the basis of fixed tariflS. But the private sacrifices of the laity de¬ 
manded a much more individual treatment. This brings us to what has 
always been regarded as the most important function of the priests 
according to P-their participation in the sacrifices. Certainly, they had 
to undertake the sprinkling of the blood, the application of the blood 
to the altar, they made the sacrifice go up in smoke (T’tDpn), made 
expiation 0B3) , poured out the drink-offering, etc. 187 It is significant 
that the rituals concerned have often been worked over by the priests 
at crucial passages, by transferring to the priests the most important 
procedures of the sacrificial ceremonial which, in the original form of 
the ritual, were still assigned to the laity.^^ In this aspect the present 
form of the rituals reflects the latest phase of cultic practice. But even 
in this final phase, where, as we have said, the priests’ share in carrying 

On the “declaratory formulae,” cf. RendtorfF, Gesetze, pp. 74fF. ; von Rad, in 

Th. Lz., 1951 , cols. I 29 ff. (Ges. Studien, pp. ISOff.); W. Zimmerli in Z.A.W., 1954, 
PP. 23F. 

Lev. i-vi passim. 

Details in Rendtorff, Gesetze, pp. 5 flF, 
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out the sacrifices was much greater than it had been in the whole 
history of the cult before this time, still, wc must not completely over¬ 
look the inner and spiritual demands made upon the priests, as is 
generally done. What was after all decisive was whether the sacrifices 
“pleased” Jahweh, and the declaration which the priest had to make as 
to whether a sacrifice had been offered He had not only to decide, 
but had also to declare aloud, whether a sacrifice was “credited” or 
For one or two cultic texts give us the information that in every 
case of private sacrifice it had apparently to be decided whether it was 
“credited” or not. This lay in the hands of the priests alone, and had 
certainly done so since early times. In all procedures connected with 
expiation, a special measure of vigilance was demanded of the priests, 
for here offerer and priest came within the range of the divine wrath. 141 
But the most important aspect of this particular function which the 
priests had to manage was the ritual eating of the sin offering (Lev. x. 
lyfF.). This flesh was a thing “most holy” and was carefully safeguarded 
from all contact with lay people, for it was, of course, the flesh of the 
animal to which the sin had been transferred. By eating this flesh, and 
that in the holy place, the priests themselves effected the removal of 
the evil. They were appointed to do this in order, as mediators, “to 
bear the iniquity of the community and (thereby) to make expiation 
for them before Jahweh” (Lev. x. 17 ) 4^2 
The appointment of particular families to this office-for the priest¬ 
hood was of course hereditary-and their authorisation to perform all 
its very responsible duties derived from Jahweh; he had “chosen” 
their ancestor^*^-—one particular tradition even speaks of a covenant 
through which J^iweli assigned the priestly office to a family (Num. 
XXV. loffi). None the less, the idea that the priests had been appointed 
by Jahweh exclusively was not quite so easily put into effect. In the pre- 
exilic period the Zadokites were royal officials and their ancestors were 

On this important term “pleased” in sacrificial language see below, pp. 261 f. 

See below, pp. 260ff. 

On the Priestly Document’s conception of the rpp of Jahweh, see below, 

p. 269 , 

Lev. X. 17 is one of the very few texts in P in which a ritual is theologically 
explained. 

^*^iSam. II. 28 ;Ps. lxv.5[4], cv. 26. The customary expression for the ordination 
of a priest is “to fill the hand,” Jg. XVII.5, 12 ; i Kings xm. 33 ; Ex. xxvm. 41 and 
fi-equently. The “filling of the hand” is connected with the receipt of certain dues 
which the priest needed for his support. 
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appointed by Solomon (i Kings 11 . 35 ).^^^ Wc do not know from what 
date the Zadokites regarded themselves as the legitimate descendants 
of Aaron. Ezekiel still designates the priesthood at Jerusalem as Zado- 
kite (Ezek. XLiv.15) but P knows only of the Aaronites. There can be 
no doubt that the disappearance of the monarchy in Judah meant an 
increase of authority for the priestly office in Jerusalem. It has been 
rightly assumed that after the calamity which fell upon the royal house 
certain functions of the king passed into the hands of the high priestd^^ 
At all events, the idea changed, as compared with the times before, to 
the extent that in P the priests exercise their office as mediators be¬ 
tween Jahweh and the people in complete independence. According to 
P, the priestly office is the one sacral institution which represents Israel to 
Jahwe ijanlwhchjahve tequired for his dealings with Israel. The idea 
that it could be the task of the priest “to go in and out before the anointed 
of Jahweh” (iSam. 11 . 35 ) is quite alien to the Priestly Document. It is 
useless to look for any links with messianic ideas or traditions.^^® 

Nevertheless, criticism has established beyond doubt that P in its 
present form cannot be historically understood apart from the history 
of the pre-exilic cult which preceded it, and the only place where the 
cult of Jahweh could have been elaborated on such a broad basis, on 
so large a scale and, at the same time, in such detail, is the sanctuary in 
Jerusalem. In particular, the rigid demarcation of the priests from the 
Levites which we find everywhere in P, and without which its whole 
theological sacral picture is incomprehensible, was set in motion by an 
event which only took place in the late monarchical period, namely 
Josiah’s centralisation of the cult. The precedence of the priesthood at 

144 Xhere is a secret surrounding the priest Zadok which it is now pretty well impos¬ 
sible to unveil. He comes on the stage in the time of David quite out of the blue. That 
he was a novus homo without hereditary legitimation can be seen from the fact that 
he is always mentioned without his father’s or his family’s name. But that the riddle 
is solved by supposing, as Mowinckel, Rowley, and others do, that Zadok was the 
former priest-king of Jerusalem whom David conquered, is very dubious. S. Mo¬ 
winckel, Esra den Skriftldrde, Oslo 1916, p. 109 ; A. Bentzen in Z.A.W.^ 1933 , p. i74; 
H. H. Rowley in Festschriftfiir A . Bertholet, pp. 46 Iff. A later legitimation of the sensa¬ 
tional supersession of the house of Eli by that of Zadok is given in iSam. n. 35 . 

M. Noth, Amtun 6 Berufungim Alten Jestament, p. 12; G. Widengren, Sakrules 
KdnigtumimAhenJestament und im Judentum (Franz Delitzsch-Vorlesungen, 1952), 
Stuttgart I 955 »pp. 26ff.; K. Koch, Priesterschrift,von Exodus 2^ bis Leviticus 16, Gottin¬ 
gen 1959, p. 99. 

146 Pqj- cf. the juxtaposition of priestly and messianic office in the prophecy of 
Zechariah (Zech. iv. 14). 
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the Temple presupposed by P was only established and given its 
justification by that event. The Levites are appointed to their duties, 
for which P gives precisely detailed regulations (Num. iiif.), because 
they were “given” for Jahweh (□•’Jina, Num. iii.g,vni. 19). They were 
specially set apart from Israel in order to be the property of Jahweh in a 
special sense (Num. viii. 14, 16, xvm. 6 ). In P this special belonging to 
Jahweh is still further explained along an odd theological line-the 
Levites belong to Jahweh in place of the first-bom of Israel who, but for 
them, would have been forfeit to Jahweh (Num. iii. I2f., 4of., viii. 16). 
Another idea of the Levites’ mediating function is expressed in the con¬ 
cept of Israel’s camp and the place which is assigned in it to the tribe of 
Levi. The Levites camp immediately around the tabernacle; their 
function is thus a protective and indeed an atoning one for the rest of 
the tribes, so that no “wrath” should be upon the community (Num. i. 
53, VIII. 19). We shah not go wrong if we regard such theories as the 
result of later reflexion, the purpose of which was to give a post 
eventum theological explanation of an actual state of affairs. 

The Sacrijices^^’^ 

Although in its original form the Priestly Document gives accounts of 
extremely intricate sacrificial acts (especially Lev. Ix), as far as we can 
see, it did not itself contain any special directions for the offering of 
sacrifices. But a great deal of cultic material was incorporated into it 
secondarily, probably very soon after its composition, the intention of 
which is obviously to ground sacrifices also in the great inauguration 
of the cult at Sinai. This material is the collection of regulations for 
sacrifice in Lev. i-vn, xiv. 10-32, xvn, xxii. I 7 “ 30 » xxvn; Num. xvmf. 

As form-critical analysis shows, these “rituals” have each a different 
aim and derivation.^*® Since, in practice, no actual cultic procedures 

R. Rendtorff, StuJienzurGeschichtedesOffersimalien Israel, typewritten thesis, 
1953 ; H. H. Rowley, The M eaning of Sacrifice in the Old Testament,MmchesttT 1950 ; 
W. 0 . E. Oesterley, Sacrifices in Ancient Israel, London 1937; A. Wcndel,D<wPp^ 

in der ultisruelitischen Religion, Leipzig 1927; G. Buchanan Gray, Sacrifice in the Old 
Testament, Oxford 1925. 

R. Rendtorff, Gesetze, N either P nor P® is anxious to regulate all the sacrificial 
observances practised in Israel. There were very many more of them, e.g. drink 
offerings (1 Sam. vn. 6; Hos. dc. 4 ); and many of the agrarian rites are to be regarded 
as sacrifices (on Deut. xxra. 22 [21], xxnr. 19; Lev.xnc. 9, cf. Das Offer in 

deraltisraelitischen Religion, pp. i9fi). The booty in the holy war which was put under 
thebanwasalsoasacrifice. 
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were connected with the material-the norm is always offered only as 
a theoretic model-these literary accretions smack of the museum. As a 
matter of fact, this extreme degree of schcniatisation and co-ordination 
of the cultic material represents a final stage in its life. The priests had 
needed a long time to work it over and harmonise it before it was ready 
to be thus catalogued and unified. So there is no doubt that the majority 
of these cultic practices are very old.^^® The main classes of sacrifice 
which P distinguishes are: (i) the “burnt offering” or 

Lev.i); (2) the "cereal offering” (nma, a mixture of meal, oil, and 
incense. Lev. ii);(3) the “peace offering" (D‘?»,Lev. Ill) :(4) the 
“sin offering” (riKBn, Lev. IV-V. 13); and (5) the “guilt offering” 
(DtffK, Lev. V. 14-19).""® 

This catalogue of the most important sacrifices contained in Lev. i-v 
imparts in full detail the procedure for the preparation and offering of 
sacrifice; but it leaves practically unanswered ah questions as to the 
meaning of the various rites. In this respect, the difference between 
Deuteronomy and the Priestly Document could not be greater; for 
Deuteronomy, with its love of showing the significance of things, was 
eager to deal wherever possible with the question of the meaning of the 
ordinances. In Deuteronomy, however, we are dealing with material 
presented as paraenesis, whereas in P it is given as rituals. In Lev. ifF. 
we are not even told the occasions on which burnt offering, cereal 
offering, or peace offering were to be made. Admittedly, mention is 
made of them in connexion with the sin offering (Lev. rv. 27 f., v. 2fF.), 
but in P’s scheme the bringing of sin offerings is far from being re¬ 
stricted to these cases: they also make their appearance on completely 
different occasions, as for example in ceremonies of consecration^®^— 
the combination of several kinds of sacrifices (burnt offering and sin 
offering, or burnt offering and cereal offering) is a special characteristic 
of these late rituals. The account of Aaron’s first sacrifice shows a quite 
baroque accumulation of burnt offerings, sin offerings, and peace 
offerings (Lev. ix). This being so, we must abandon from the outset 
with P any idea that it is possible to presuppose, behind each kind of 
sacrifice, a precise theory of the sacral event in question exactly dis- 

A. Lods, who derives these sacrificial usages from a pre-Jahwistic time, may be 
mentioned as an extreme example of early dating (in Revued'histoire et de philosophie 
religieuses, 192Q, pp.399fF.), 

160 vye employ the usual terminology, although it is inexact and to some extent 
simply leads to error. wi Ex. xxix.36f., xxx. ifF. 
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tinguishing it from all the other kinds. Not only is none given by P : 
but there are even indications that so precise a theory as we should 
perhaps expect no longer in fact existed.^®® Investigation of the motives, 
the “fundamental ideas,” which form the basis of the various sacrificial 
procedures is nevertheless justified, though we are bound to remain 
conscious of the extraordinary difficulties, which hardly allow us to 
reach any certain results in this field. It is doubtful whether an 
Israelite who was offering a burnt offering in Dan understood the sacral 
event in the same way as a Judean offering the same sacrifice at the 
same time in Beersheba, and we also have to reckon with all manner of 
“shiftings of motive” in the course of centuries, and these can only be 
detected in exceptional cases. But in addition, what makes this 
ideological analysis particularly difficult is the further fact that the 
general run of Old Testament sacrifices, with the rites belonging to 
them, are not in themselves an original creation ofjahwism. It was only 
in Canaan that Israel entered into an old and widespread sacral practice, 
into which she later poured her own ideas.^®^ As far as each particular 
sacrificial rite is concerned, the same is true of Israel as of other peoples 
of antiquity: the rituals are preserved and observed down to a late 
date in an astonishingly conservative way; but the ideas themselves are 
flexible, and, inevitably, changed in the course of the centuries, for in 
age the rituals most probably go back to a very far-off early date. 
(There has recently been a tendency to explain the sacrificial usages of 
ancient Greece by reference to the sacral practice of the Old Stone Age 
of the ritual slaying of the hunters.)^®® We have thus to consider 
whether it is not now too late in the day to ask what was the “basic idea” 
in a sacrificial usage in ancient Israel. Yet even if we do assume that the 
Old Testament does give us tolerably reliable information about the 
concepts of the various sacrificial acts and their meaning, still another 

In our opinion the ideological content of P is far overestimated if anything like 
a well-thought-out sacrificial system is assumed/Because of the many later additions 
(p*)p became much more the reservoir of cultic material into which bit by bit all 
pertinent cultic material was channelled. 

1 *® On the phenomenon of the shifting of motive see A. Bcrtholet, “Ober kuldiche 
Motiwerschiebung,” in Sitzungsher. d. B er I i n er Akademie d. IVissensck, Phil. hist. 

Klasse, 1938, xvn, pp. 164 S. 

R. Dussaud, Les Origines amaniennes du sacrifice isradlite, and edn, Paris 1941 ; 
Pedersen, Israel ///-IF, p. 3 17. 

^®® K. Meuli, “Griediischc OpferbrSuchc,” in Phylloboliaf Festschrift JUr P. von i 

Basel 1946, pp. iSsfF. 
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difficulty crops up. It is probably true for the general field of compara¬ 
tive religion, and certainly true for Israel, that ages which offered their 
sacrifices in naive faith had little or nothing to say about the meaning 
of these sacrifices. It is only when certain tensions appear between the 
world of the rites and the men who perform them that theories about 
sacrifice arise, as well as the need for their rational clarification. There 
is no objection to these theories. They are very competent. But even 
they embrace only a part, and not the whole. In the Passover of the 
keepers of flocks and herds, a festival which seems to have been 
observed long before the time of Moses, the significance of the manipu¬ 
lation of the blood is to some extent clear-it had an apotropaic func¬ 
tion, and was intended to protect the herds from the influciice of 
demons. 166 But what did the Israel of later days have in mind as she 
performed the rite? The interpretation in Ex. xii and Deut. XVT. ifF., 
which connects it with the saving history, sees in its performance an 
actualisation. ofJahweh’s redemptive action in history, in which the rite 
of the blood has no particular significance. But is it established that only 
one idea could ever be held about this procedure? With the major 
sacrifices (burnt offering, peace offering, and, in particular, sacrifices 
connected with vows), the specific reason for an offering certainly to a 
larger extent determined the way in which it was conceived. In theory, 
then, we have to distinguish between the “basic idea” in a sacrificial act 
and the reason for its performance. But in practice it was probably the 
reason which determined the way in which the specific sacrifice offered 
was understood. Sacrifice was so comprehensive that there was always 
room for thoughts and ideas suggested by the special reason connected 
with it. It is self-evident of course that this was far from meaning that 
sacrifice became a prey to every conceivable subjective interpretation: 
that would have been impossible for a people of antiquity so well 
versed in cultic matters as ancient Israel. Sacrifice was, and remained, 
an event which took place in a sphere lying outside of man and his 
spirituality: man could as it were only give it the external impulse; 
its actual operation was not subject to the control of his capacity or 
capabilities: all this rested with Jahweh, who had the power to accept 
the offering and let it achieve its purpose. But if sacrifice was a cultic 
event of this objective kind, then there must also have been in 
Israel formative concepts connected with it. Taken as a whole, the 
formative concepts are the following, which could of course in turn 
L. Rost in Z.D.P.F., 1943, pp. 205fF. 
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be differentiated in different ways: the ideas of gift, of communion, 
and of atonement.^®’ The simple idea of sacrifice as gift is of course 
pre-eminent in the case of all vows made in times of great distress 
(Gen. XXVIII. 10 - 22 ; Jg. xi. 30; n Sam. xv. 7 - 9 ). But all official non¬ 
monetary payments, the first-fruits, are also to be understood in the 
same way: in principle, the whole of the harvest is holy to Jahweh, but 
in token of man’s obligation and of his gratitude, he gives back to God 
what is holiest, the first-fruits or the first-bom.^®® The sacrifice of the 
animals which had drawn the Ark after it had come safely back is also 
to be understood as a gift expressing thanks (i Sam. vi. 14 ) A®® And so on 
with other examples. The meal at Sinai in Ex. xxrv.p-ii (J?) is a 
good example of a very primitive communion sacrifice. In such cases 
the deity was believed to be an unseen participant in the meal. The 
ritual meal at the conclusion of covenants was certainly understood in 
the same way-the contracting parties bound themselves and entered 
into obligations in the presence of a third party, the deity who was 
thought of as present (Gen. xxxi, 54 )— and the very ancient family 
sacrifices too faU into this category (i Sam. xx. 6 , 29 ). The solemn 
sacrifices after the bringing up of the Ark to Jerusalem ( 1^,m. 

K i n 

A®® But while we have at our disposal plenty 
of references to sacrifice as gift, and plenty which regard it as participa- 
E i c h r Theologie, vol i (Eng. trans.), pp. 

The M eaning of Sacrifice in the Old Testament, pp. 76f. 

Ex. xxin. 16 , 19 ; xxxiv. ipff., xxvi. iff.; 

^^^Da^pfer 

pp7ff.) sees as the kernel of the Israelite conception the effort toofctain blessing upon 
the livestock and the crops. The remaining part of the property became sanctified 
through the animals and crops offered. But being sanctified means sharing in the 
divine powers ofblessing. It is very dubious, however, whether the idea of the blessing 
of Jahweh as such a power fluctuating automatically played an important part in 
Israel. 

There are a few references which might even suggest the idea that Jahweh is 
in a real sense fed by the sacrifices. Thus, in Lev. xxi. 6 , 8 , I 7 ,xxn. 25 the sacrifices 
are called Q'nVK DnV: the shewbread too DnV,i Sam. xxi. 7 [«5] ; Ex. XXV. 3 0 
and elsewhere) has also been thought of in this connexion, since DflV means not only 
“bread,” but “nourishment” as wcll.JBut here it can only be the matter ofanextremely 
old terminology which was still preserved in the conservative language of the cult. 
There can be no idea that the people who handed on these old narratives or legal 
texts could still have taken this conception seriously. The case may be different when 
we think of the offerers themselves. Who can guarantee that the idea of a meal never 
occurred to them? (cf. Jg. Vi,i 9 ff.,xin.i 5 ). 
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tion in a common meal, with sacrifices whose function is expiation wc 
are in a very different case altogether. It can be inferred from Mic. vi. 
6-8 that there were such sacrifices, and that they could on occasion be 
carried to excess, ii Sam. xxi. 3 and xxiv.25 point to a still earlier 
period, as does also the primitive term Pin*’] IT’T (the odour of sooth¬ 
ing, Gen. VIII. 21 , otherwise generally P). 1 Sam. m. 14 ; “the guilt of the 
house of Eli shall not be expiated either by PDT or by nn3?3” (the latter 
probably in the sense of “whole-offering”) shows that the meal offering 
too could have an expiatory function. 

But we must hasten to add that even the analysis of the sacrifices 
which we have suggested on the basis of their function and of the ideas 
lying behind them is once again post eventum theory; for the sacrifices 
would scarcely ever have been connected with just a single one of these 
three concepts to the exclusion of the others. What generally happened 
was rather that, whenever sacrifice was offered, several motives were 
involved, and these imperceptibly passed over into one another, with 
the probable result that one of them became prominent and determina¬ 
tive.^®^ As far as can be proved from the sources and keeping in mind all 
the various reservations previously suggested, what can be said about the 
various kinds of sacrifices detailed in the torah on sacrifice in Lev. l-vn, 
and in connexion with the historical practice, is approximately as follows. 

The burnt offering is the sacrifice completely offered to 

Jahweh, that is, the offerer or the priest did not participate in the cultic 
act by sharing the meal with Jahweh (hence it is sometimes called the 
“whole offering,” . We meet with it as early as the law of the 

altar in Ex. xx. 24-6, which is certainly very old; and later it came to 
have a special importance as the sacrifice for the nation offered regu¬ 
larly in the temple (i Kings ix. 25 ;ii Kings xvi. 15 ; cf. also i Kings 
III. 4, 15). It was however also offered by private persons outwith the 
official rotation-though this was probably only the case on special 
occasions. As to the occasions themselves, they had, we can see, a wide 
range. Burnt offerings were offered on occasions of joy-they then 
expressed gratitude for some undertaking which Jahweh had brought 
to a successful issue, as for example iSam. vi. 14, or Jg. xi-jof. They 
also had their place in times of trouble, when Israel saw the wrath of 
Jahweh acting upon her (Jg. XXI. 4; i Sam. xm. 9 ; Mic. Vi. 6 ): in these 

161 -In 

every offering there is something of all the effects produced by the offering; 
but one or another element may become more prominent.” Pedersen, Israel iii-iv, 

p. 330. 
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cases it was the prayer for atonement that was prominent in the offering. 
The ritual in Lev. idoes not lay down any specific occasion for the 
burnt offering, but only gives all the technical details connected with 
the presentation of the animal for sacrifice, the laying of the hands upon 
its head, the slaughter, the application of the blood to the altar, the 
flaying of the animal and its dismemberment right up to its burning 
upon the altar. We would give much to know the special significance 
which attached to the laying on of hands upon the head of the victim 
(this ritual is expressly prescribed for all the blood sacrifices in P). Did 
it signify the transference of sin and the evil influence of sin to the 
animal, or was it a gesture in which the offerer identified himself with 
the animal Again, strangely enough, P, in its various notices about 
sacrificial acts, always couples the burnt offering with other kinds of 
offering, for example, with the cereal offering-a sacrifice never con¬ 
sists in the offering of a burnt offering only. This accumulation of 
different kinds of sacrifice certainly betokens an already advanced 
phase in Israel’s cultic life, and indicates the growing complexity of 
sacrificial procedure. None the less, it is not something peculiar to P 
alone, for it is sometimes mentioned in early texts as well (e.g. Ex. 
xvm. 12, XXIV.4ff.;i Kings ix. 25). A peculiarity of P does, however, 
lie in the fact that from the very start it attributes an expiatory function 
to each and every burnt offering (Lev. i. 4, xvi. 24). This was certainly 
not the idea which was held in the earlier periods. It will, however, 
come out more clearly below that this feature falls into line with one 
of the general tendencies of P. 

The cereal offering (nraa) is taken by P as exclusively a gift-sacrifice 
of victuals consisting of flour, oil, and frankincense. But the history of 
the cult before the Priestly Document shows no knowledge of the 
minhah in this specialised meaning: in the earlier passages, and in com¬ 
plete accord with the proper meaning of the word, it was rather any 
kind of sacrificial gift, both that with the blood and that without it 
(Gen. IV. 3ff.; iSam. ii. 17, iii.l4). At times it was even the secular 
present given between men (e.g. Gen. xxxii.i4flf.,XLni.iifF.). We do 

On the question of the s^mikhali see E. Lohse, Die Ordination im Spatjudentum 
und im Neuen Testament, Gottingen 1951, pp. 22ff.; H. H. Rowley, The M eaning of 
Sacrifice in the Old Testament, p. 88. The conjecture that the laying on of hands was 
even in P only observed at the offering of the i S a probable one. It was only in 
P that this rite was made general and obligatory at the offering of each and every 
sacrifice. 
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not know when and where the minhah came to have the specialised 
meaning which is attached to it by P, but, with only a few exceptions 
(Lev. V. 11 ; Num. v. is), it is always coupled in P with other sacrifices 
(blood sacrifices), and appears rather as an extra added to them. This 
is especially the case with the burnt offering. It is to be noticed that the 
part of the cereal offering which was burnt upon the altar was called 
msTN, which is probably to be rendered as “remembrance’‘-the 
sacrifice is to bring the offerer into gracious remembrance. 163 
The third sacrificial act mentioned in the torah on sacrifices is the 
sacrifice of the peace offering and, once again, the 

occasion of its offering is never given. The procedure for offering is 
exactly parallel to that for the burnt offering, except for the important 
difference that the whole of the flesh of the victim is not offered to 
Jahweh upon the altar, but the fat parts only. The reason why the ritual 
says nothing about what was to be done with the fleshy parts is that this 
lay without the province of the ritual: they were eaten by the group of 
worshippers. Though this meal lay outwith the procedures of the 
ritual, it was however for the laity the main element and the high point 
in this cultic act. This holds true at any rate for the earlier period of 
Israel, the period before the Priestly Document. At that time the sacri¬ 
fice accompanied by a common meal was the sacrifice par excellence, 
being far more important and of more frequent recurrence than all the 
others. This sacrificial act was always a social occasion-the worshipper 
invited his friends to the meal/®* “to eat and to drink before Jahweh.’’^®® 
This is the sacrifice which, more than any other, came into the category 
of a communion sacrifice-the participants knew Jahweh to be in¬ 
visibly present as the guest of honour. The occasions and the whole 
mood connected with it were predominantly joyous, and on occasion 
even excessively so. We cannot discuss here the question whether HST 
and were originally unrelated sacrifices (as is suggested by the 

lack of consistency in the use of the terms).^®® 

Very little can be gathered about the real significance which, in P’s 
view, attached to the peace offering, for the information in its scattered 
notices about this kind of sacrifice is again for the most part one- 

Lev. II. 2, IX. 16, V. 12; on the matter see D. Schotz, Schuld--undSundopfer im 

Testament, Breslau 1930, p. 55 . 
i®®Ex. xxxn, 6 ; Deut. xn. 18; Jg. ix. 27; ZepLi. 7. 

Ex. XXXIV, 15 ; I Sam. ix. izf., xvi. aff ; n Kings x. 19 and frequently. 

Kohler, Theology, pp. i87f.;RendtorfF,Ge5efze, pp. 656*. 
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sidedly related to its ritual aspects. It can hardly be assumed that the 
details of the ritual—once more the laying of the hand upon the victim’s 
head and the application of the blood to the altar-are no more than 
a late innovation. Thus, all that would call for further notice is that the 
cereal offering is comparatively seldom mentioned among the sacri¬ 
ficial acts which P describes with such great care (e.g. Ex. xxix. 28 
Lev.1x.i7fF. ; Num. VI. 13ff.). This is clearly bound up with the fact 
that this sacrifice, which fell mainly into the category of communion, 
left least room for the idea of expiation. And it is expiation which P 
put in the centre of the scene. 

In the Priestly Code the sin offering (HKan) is by far the most 
common-indeed, there are few cultic celebrations which P either tells 
of or gives regulations for in which the sin offering does not have a 
special function. Particularly in the combination of sacrifices mentioned 
above, the sin offering is the one part which is practically never missing. 
In this case, however, the ritual in Lev. rv. 27-35 and Num, xv. 27-9, 
differing from the previous sacrifices, names a reason for the ofiering— 
it cleanses the man who brings it from all involuntary sins {nw2). 
By these P understands offences against rites or other cultic regulations, 
especially those committed unwittingly against one or other of the 
laws of cleanliness. Though this in itself comprises a large field so far 
as the practical observance of the cult is concerned, still, there are other 
texts in the Priestly Code which mention other occasions for the bring¬ 
ing of this offering. Thus, for instance, it was prescribed especially in 
the case of various acts of consecration, in the consecration of the altar 
(Ex. XXIX. 15, 26 f., XXX. ifF.;Lev.xvi, 16), when the sanctity of the 
altar had been polluted in one way or another and had to be restored. 
Other occasions for the bringing of a sin offering were the pollution of 
a Nazirite (Num. vi.iof.) or other defilements (Lev. xn. 6 ). The sin 
offering differed from the burnt offering mainly in the details of the 
procedure with the blood-it was not only poured round about the 
altar, but was also smeared on its horns (Lev. iv.25, 30). The great 
importance which this type of offering holds in both the narrative and 
the legal sections of P is, however, in contrast with its almost entire 
absence from the writings before the Priestly Code. 167 Of course, it is 

Besides Mic. vi. 7 the only reference which comes into question is n Kings xn. 17 
[ 16 ]. This passage, which deals with the sin offerings which were compounded in the 
form of money payments, could also of course be late. As well as here, the sin offering 
plays a part in Ezekiel (Ezck. xuv. 24S., xl. 39, xlv. 2iff). 
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hardly to be assumed that with this type of offering P introduced some¬ 
thing entirely new into the cultic observances of Israel. Indeed, the 
older Israel also knew of offerings for expiation. The reason why we 
find almost no instances of the riKtan outside of P may therefore well 
be found in the special name, which perhaps only became fixed in this 
way in later times.^®® Nevertheless, the overwhelming importance of 
the sin offering betrays a basic cultic attitude, which has given its 
peculiar and unmistakable character to P. 

Besides the sin offering the torah on sacrifices also knows of another 
sacrifice whose function is expiation, the guilt offering {am) {Lev. 
V. Judging only by the occasion which Lev, v. 14ff. gives for its 
offering, namely some “breach of faith” or other (that is, some 
offence against the property of the Godhead, this type of offering would 
be distinct enough from the sin offering. But here too P gives other 
information besides the ritual in the torah on sacrifices, and this speaks 
of quite different occasions, which are of such a kind as to make the 
question of the difference between the sin offering and the guilt offering 
very difficult to answer (cf. the Asham offering of the cleansed leper in 
Lev. XIV. 14-18 or of a Nazirite who has become unclean in Num. vi. 
12, and see also Lev. xlx.20-2). The very old occurrence of an in 
I Sam. VI. 3 f., 8 , 17 makes it probable that in Lev. v. isfF. we already 
have a narrower concept of the DG 7 K which became specialised at a 
later date. Nevertheless the old question of the diflference between the 
two types of sacrifice cannot be solved, and it is work wasted to devise 
some kind of formula which is both wide and at the same time narrow 
enough completely to comprise the difference between the one type of 
sacrifice and the other. In the torah on sacrifices in Lev.l-vi we have 
merely the attempt to systetnatise the various types of sacrifice after the 
event. The actual practice of the cult which preceded the torah was 
probably much more varied, both as regards the rites and the names of 
the sacrifices at the different sanctuaries and at different times. And so it 
is no wonder that even in the strongly systematising Priestly Code the 
picture should still be a rather varied one, with tensions unresolved. 
If the writer of P had not had to work with old traditions, if he could 
have made up his own theological construction independently of them, 
everything would certainly have been much more uniform. 

All this information about sacrifices in the Priestly Code is crudely 
materialistic. The reader looks in vain for firm holds to enable him to 

Rendtorff, Ges€tze,p. 87. 
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rise into the spiritual realm by way of the sacrificial concepts lying 
behind the sacrificial practice. In itself the offering of a sacrifice, of 
course, left great freedom to the attitude of the worshipper, allowing 
room for the meanest do utdes disposition as well as for the most 
sublime spiritualisation of the outward act. It was obviously entirely 
outwith P’s intention to suggest to the worshipper any specific under¬ 
standing of the sacrifices. The Code’s concern was that where sacrifices 
are offered, the ritual traditions should be strictly observed. In this sense 
P is greatly interested indeed in the correctness and orderliness of the 
outward aspects of the observances of the cult. There must have been 
forces and spheres in old Israel which stood guard particularly over the 
material aspects of observances such as these, material aspects which 
could not be dissolved by any spirituality. Israel’s faith saw itself 
directed to sacrifices by the ordinances of its God, and everywhere in 
the world sacrifices require a correct ritual guaranteed by tradition. 
It is arbitrary to reconstruct a spiritual “prophetic” faith in Jahweh, and 
to devalue the “priestly cult religion” as an unpleasant by-product. 169 
The faith of Israel cannot possibly be divided into two forms of religion 
which are so completely different and so entirely foreign to each other. 
Rather, it was Israel’s belief that Jahweh’s turning towards her in 
salvation was not exhausted in historical deeds and in the gracious guid¬ 
ance of individual lives, but that in the sacrificial cult too he had 
ordained an instrument which opened up to her a continuous relation¬ 
ship with him. Here Jahweh was within reach of Israel’s gratitude, here 
Israel was granted fellowship with him in the sacred meal. Above all, 
here Israel could be reached by his will for forgiveness. However deep 
even the most understanding interpretation of the sacrifices in the Old 
Testament may go, there comes an absolute limit beyond which no 
further explanation is possible. And the expositor must recognise that 
it is precisely the most important aspect of the sacrifice which takes 
place beyond this limit. While the Old Testament is very full of 
allusions to the divine activity wherever it becomes effective among men, 
and full too of the most intensive address and of “revelation,” there is 
a realm of silence and secrecy in respect to what God works in sacrifice. 

So it is no wonder then that P has nothing to say about the way in 
which God takes knowledge of sacrifices. Even if on occasion use is 
made of the very old expression that God “smells” them (Gen. viii. 

So for example E. Scllin, Theologie des Alien Testamentes, Leipzig 1933, pp. pSff.; 

Geschkhte, VOL. 1 , p. 98 


THEOLOGY OF THE HEXATEUCH 261 

2of.;iSam. xxvi. 19), Still, we have to be content with the general 
statement that he “has regard” to them (Gen. iv. 4 f.). But if we ask 
what the sacrifices mean for the worshipper, the rituals do yield some 
answer. In some of the psalms it may already be seen with what feelings 
of gratitude or anxiety the people accompanied their sacrifices (Pss. v. 3, 
xxvn. 6, Liv. 8 [6],LVI. 13 [12]). As regards the sin offering P itself men¬ 
tions that besides the ritual observance a verbal confession had its 
importance (Lev. v. 5 f.). As for the efficacy of sacrifice, the language of 
the ritual tells us that it was to make man “acceptable” in the sight of 
God (Lev. I. 3f., VII. 18, xxx. 5 , xxii. 19, 21, 29, XXIII. II, etc.). Here a 
cultic technical term is brought in which played a great part not only 
in the theoretical sacrificial theology, but also as a ritual formula in the 
practical observance of the cult, for the terms “it is not acceptable” 
and “it is unclean meat” (Kin‘?iasD) were also actually 
spoken by the priest over the offering (Uv. XIX. 7, XXII. 23, 25 ).^’® 
This special aspect of the ritual act has hitherto been overlooked, but it 
was without doubt the most important part of the whole procedure. 
In fact, we come upon a whole host of such “declaratory formulac.'’^’^ 
The priest pronounced his sacerdotal diagnosis upon the leper who 
presented himself to him, and it is the same with the great number of 
analogous formulae which we meet again and again in the rituals: “it 
is a burnt offering” (KIH Ex. xxix .18 ; Lev.i. 9, 13 , 17, VIII.2 1 ) ; 
"it is a cereal offering" ^nnn3Q, Lev. 11 . 6 , 15 ); “it is a sin offering” 
(K|n riKtSn, Ex. xxix. 14 ; Lev. iv. 21 , 24 , v. 9), etc. Analogous declara¬ 
tions are "it is most holy” (Kin D*'E^np Lev. VI.1 8 [25], 22 [29], 
VII. 1 , 6 , etc.) and "it is abominable" (KinfpB?,Lev.xi. 41). How the 
priest reached these judgments on the sacrifices is of course not stated. 
In general the individual cases would be decided on the basis of tradi¬ 
tion, that is, out of the extensive priestly knowledge which was always 
aware of precedents even for what seemed exceptional cases. Possibly, 

I’OQii this cultic “reckoning” (itWl) see G. von Bad, in Th. Lz., 1951,cols.lipfF. 
reprinted in G«. Studien, pp. l3ofF. The way of putting it, that a sin is “remembered” or 
“not remembered” Cot. Niph.), also seems to be at home in the milieu of these cultic 
terms (Ps. CM. 14 ; Num. v. i5;Ezek.ni.20; cf. n Sam. xix. 20 [19]). But certainly 
the verb inS?, “to be pleasing,” which can be designated on the basis of Hos. ix. 4 ; 
Jer. VI. 20; Mai . m. 4 as a technical term cultic in origin, is at home here. (It is general¬ 
ised in Ps. CIV. 34 .) 

n Sam. xxiv. 23; Jer. xiv. 12 ; Ezek. xx. 4 of., xun. 27; Hos. vni. 13; Am-v. 22 ; 
Mai. I. 10 are further references for this declaration of the sacrifice as “pleasing.” 
Rendtorff, Gesetze^pp. 74f.; E. Wurthwein in Th. Lx., 1947,cols. i47f. 
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inspection of the sacrifice played a part too. What is certain is that the 
priest as the mouthpiece of Jahweh pronounced the placet upon the 
offering or refused it. Thus, only the addition of the divine word made 
the material observance what it was meant to be, a real saving event 
between Jahweh and his people. Only in virtue of the declaratory word 
of the priest did the sacral event become a gracious act of God. This 
lets us see how little the obstinate neo-Protestant suspicion of these 
sacrifices as opera operata corresponds with the facts. The polemic of the 
prophets shows that they could become such. In our judgment, danger 
threatened much more from the other side, namely the rationalising 
substitution of a monetary payment for sacrifice, which is already 
attested by the end of the ninth century (ii Kings X 11 . 5 , 17 [4> 16 ]; cf. 
Lev. XXVII). 

(e) Sin and AtonemenO^^ 

The question about the inner and divine event which we took up a 
moment ago automatically calls for a clarification of what is for the 
Priestly Document the most important purpose in the offering of sacri¬ 
fices, namely expiation. The problem is certainly simplified by the fact 
that the question narrows down to the elucidation of one single con¬ 
cept, Of the ninety-one instances of this verb, sixty are found 

in the priestly texts.It is true that attempts to reach the meaning of 
this important word as it were along the lines of its evolution, that is, 
by way of its etymology, have not led to any result. Even if it were 
quite certain that the basic meaning of the root HSD is “to cover/’^’^ 
the question would still remain open. What is to be covered here, and 
how is this covering effected? It has been recognised and accepted that 
naa is a fixed cultic technical term, whose original meaning can no 
longer be reached by means of etymology. 175 As such means 

simply “to perform an act of atonement,” “to make atonement,” 
which of course is still far from giving us any definite information 
about the specific ideas which are connected with this verb. We have 
first to clarify Israel’s ideas about the nature of sin. 

K. Koch, Die israditische Siihneanschauung und Ih^ehistorischen Wandlungen 
(typewritten thesis, Erlangen 1955) ; D.Sc}i6tz,SQhu\(\-undSundopferimAlien Jestdi- 
ment;J. Herrmann, D\e Idee Suhnelm Alien Jestament, Leipzig 1905 ; id., “Siihne 
und Siihneformen im Alten Testament," in voL.ni, pp. ^ozS. 

Older references are for example Ex. xxxn.30 (E) ;n Sam. xxi. 3 . 

Gen. xxxn. 21 [20] in particular speaks for this. 

D.Schotz, Schuld- und Simdopfer im Alten Testament, pp. lozf. 
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As can be well understood, as flir as terminology went, Israel had 
very varied ways of expressing what she understood by sin, for of 
course there were very many ways in which she met the phenomenon 
of sin. As far as numbers of occurrences go, the roots *[ 117 , and 
preponderate. fli^IDn means “missing the mark,” and the verb 
Kton also occurs several times with the literal meaning of missing (e.g. 
a target, Jg. xx. 16; a way, Prov. viii. 36 , xix. 2). Inits transferred 
sense it signifies all kinds of failures which occur in the relationships of 
men with one another (e.g. Gen. iv. 22 ; Jg. XI. 27; 1 Sam. xxrv. 12 [ii]; 
n Kings xvm. 14 ). But the root is used first and foremost for all human 
failures over against God; both verb and noun became the words of 
most frequent occurrence in the language of the cult-including that of 
the Priestly Document in particular. The picture for rr is a little 
different. In comparison with the noun, the verb “to be distorted,” 
“to act perversely,” “to go astray” plays a very subordinate part. 

means “trespass” or “sin,” and the concept always involves the 
guilty party’s consciousness —^]117 has its roots in an evil disposition. 176 
From early times too was a component part of cultic terminology. 
In contrast (eighty- six occurrences) failed to find acceptance 

among the concepts connected with the cult. 177 It belongs pre-emi¬ 
nently to the language of politics, and means “revolt,” “rebellion” 
(1 Kings XII. I 9 ;ii Kings VIM. 20), and originally perhaps “impeach¬ 
ment of property” (Ex. xxn. 8 Although its occurrences are 

much rarer, it is unquestionably the gravest word for sin, especially 
upon the lips of the prophets. Many other concepts could also be men¬ 
tioned, by means of which Israel expressed her understanding of sin, 
often in an extremely concentrated way, such as 
nbn:. But such a statistical review, even it if were prosecuted in much 
more detail, would still come far short of disclosing what is the heart 
of the matter for theology. 

But where did earlier Israel chiefly encounter the thing called sin? 
We have to picture her spiritual life in the days before the monarchy 
as a closed sacral one. In the final analysis, every department of life 
found its equilibrium in an order which was regulated by the cult and 
which had not as yet asserted its own independence.^’® In consequence, 

Eichrodt, Theologie, vol. ni, pp. 8 ifF. ; Kohler, Theology, pp. lagf. 

There are only two references in P: Lev. xvt. i 6 , 21. 

i’®L. Kohler and W. Baumgartner. Lexicon in VeterisTestamentiLibros,Leiden 1948 
onwards, s.v. vw. see above, pp. 33^*37^ 
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sin was any grave breach of this divine law which Israel knew both in 
the shape of the series of cultic commandments and in the shape of 
general “unwritten” laws.^®® While she could encounter the phenome¬ 
non of sin in the most diverse spheres, in political life (breach of the 
rules for the holy war, Josh, vn), in the world of the family (breach 
of the regulations concerning sexual matters, Deut. XXVii.2ofF.), and 
in every other sphere where people had dealings with one another, 
what was always in question was that same group of sacral ordinances 
to which Israel as a whole knew herself to be unconditionally bound. 
Sin was thus an offence against the sacral order. It was therefore always 
a monstrous act. And wherever it was committed, it was looked on as 
a direct insult to God and his sovereign rights. But there was more to 
it still. Sin was also a social category. Through ties of blood and com¬ 
mon lot the individual was regarded as being so deeply embedded in 
the community that an offence on his part was not just a private matter 
affecting only himself and his own relationship to God. On the con¬ 
trary, wherever there had been a grave offence against the divine law, 
what loomed largest was the incrimination which the community 
experienced in consequence at the hands of God, for because of the sin 
nothing less than the whole possibility of its cultic activity had become 
imperilled. The community had thus a vital interest in the restoration 
of order,^®^ In cases where Jahweh had not reserved to himself a special 
settlement for good or for ill, order was restored by either the execu¬ 
tion or the excommunication of the offender. 188 

In this connexion, however, another side of the matter very alien 
to modem ways of thinking has to be observed. As we commonly 

Jg. XX. 6 , 10; II Sam. XIII. 12. in addition, M. Noth, Das System ier zwdlf 
Stuttgart 1930, pp. loofF. 

On the ancient collective liability, see J. Hempel, Ethos, pp. 32ff.; Eichrodt, 
Theologie, vol. m, pp. iff 

In H as well as in P we still find ancient ban fomulae which quite certainly 
were formerly practised in cultic life in a very concrete form. “Cutting off (niD) 
from the midst of the people of Israel” is particularly frequently mentioned (Lev. 
xvn. 4. pI-* 14. XX. 3, sf. ;Num. ix. 13, xv. 30»3land frequently). The Deuteronomic 
formula too, “you shall purge (113) the person or thing out of your midst” is to be 
judged in the same way (Deut. xm, 6 [5]»xvn.7, l2,xxi, 21). The <ir«rformulae also 
belong here (W. Zimmerli in Z,A.IV,, 1954, pp. I3ff.). The &te Of a sacrally expelled 
person was terrible (Gen.1v.13f.)> for as the bearer of a curse it was impossible for 
him to find shelter in another community; he was refused admission to all other 
groups, and, because at that time no one could dispense with relationships to super¬ 
natural powers, he was forced into the arms of the unlawful cults of magic. 
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understand it today, not only is the consequence of sin narrowed down 
to fall only on the individual and his spiritual life, but the evil that 
accompanies the sin is also confined to the evil act itself. The act no 
doubt sometimes has serious visible consequences for the man who does 
it, that is, when he gets himself entangled in some way or another in 
the evil he has wrought. But such consequences are to a greater or 
lesser degree fortuitous, and no one is surprised if such a punishment 
fails to come to pass. In contrast, for the people of antiquity sin was 
something much wider in its effects. The evil deed was only one side 
of the matter, for through it an evil had been set in motion which 
sooner or later would inevitably turn against the sinner or the com¬ 
munity to which he belonged. On this view, the “recompense” which 
catches up with evil is certainly no subsequent forensic event which 
the sin evokes in a completely different sphere-that is, with God. It 
is the radiation of the evil which now continues on: only so does the 
evil which the sin called out reach equilibrium. This conception has 
been called a “synthetic view of life,” since here the action of man on 
the one hand and what happens to him on the other are not yet under¬ 
stood as two separate and independent things, or at least as things 
standing only in very loose relationship to one another.^®® Instead, the 
presupposition of this idea is the closest possible correspondence be¬ 
tween action and fate: what is in question is a process which, in virtue 
of a power proper alike to all that is'good and all that is evil, comes 
to a good or an evil end. Israel regarded this as a basic order of her 
whole existence, to which Jahweh had given effect and over whose 
functioning he himself kept watch. It is Jahweh who “brings the evil 
man’s conduct upon his own head” (iKings vlli. 32 ). Proverbs too 
deals at length with this basic order; but it does so in a remarkably 
neutral way, as if this were to some extent a relatively independent and 

K. H. J. Fahlgren, Sedake nahestehenije un6 entgegengesetzte Begriffeim Alten 
Testament, Uppsala 1932, pp. 5 off. K. Koch is more comprehensive, and critical of 
Fahlgren, in “Gibt es ein Vergeltungsdogma im Alten. Testament?” in Z. Th. K., 1955, 
pp. iff. But c£ what Smend had already said in his Lehrbuch dcr aittestamentlichen 
Rdigionsgeschichte, 2n<l edn. Freiburg 1899, p. 401: “For the Jews sin was rather a 
power which brought the sinner to destruction, because it was basically identical 
with the penalty.” Koch’s important study seems to me to be in need of supplementa¬ 
tion, in so far as the element of the divine declaration of guilt which works itself 
out in punishment is not given enough weight. The maxims of the wise men, 
which derive the procedure solely from its empirical side, have to be taken by 
themselves. 
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self-acting law of human life. That is, Proverbs does not on each oc¬ 
casion speak of a direct intervention of Jahweh.^®* 

Now this means that there is absolutely nothing in the thought of 
the Old Testament which by and large corresponds to the separation 
which we make between sin and penalty. The best proof of this is the 
linguistic usage. Semantically both NEDH and yw show a remarkable 
ambivalence, which can only be understood by means of this basic 
“synthetic” concept —^for they can stand both for sin as act and for the 
consequences of sin, that is, for penalty. Thus, one of the narratives 
can make Moses say, “but if you are disobedient, you will have sinned 
(DnKton) against Jahweh, and you will realise that you will meet with 
your nXCDn” (Num. xxxii. 23). We must translate the second term as 
“penalty,” but in Hebrew the act and the evil consequence following 
it which Israel will “meet with,” that is, which will react upon Israel, 
are one and the same. A similar example of such ambivalence is to be 
found in Aaron’s request to Moses : “0 my lord, do not lay our HKCDn 
upon us because we have done foolishly and sinned” (Num. xn.ii). 
The verb liKtSH means the act, the rebellion against Moses, while the 
noun means what we should describe as penalty. Aaron regards Moses 
as having full power to set it in operation. What does Cain mean when 
he says that he cannot bear his (Gen. IV. 13)? Does he mean the 
guilt of his deed, or its penalty? Here again there is no difference. 
Jahweh had made him see the consequence of his act, and Cain regards 
this whole thing, the complex evil reaching from his act to his fate, 
as too heavy. In addition it can also be said that a man dies not “for his 
own y\vr but for “the 11 S 7 of his fathers” (Lev. xxvi. 39), Thus in 
rendering these concepts exegesis must in each instance exercise great 
care. 

This concept makes perfectly clear the reason why the community 
had such a strong interest in an individual’s sin. It was not just a matter 
of an imaginary moral taint which affected the community as well, 
and so “just” an internal disturbance of its relationship with God: 
rather, the evil which an action had brought into existence inevitably 
had effects which destroyed individual and community alike, unless 
the latter solemnly and clearly cancelled its solidarity with the offender. 
Thus, in an utterly realistic and direct sense, an offender was a danger 
to the whole people. Further, it becomes clear that in such circum- 

pj-Qy XXV. I9» XXVI. 27 £,xxvin. I, 10 , lyf* xxix. 6, 23, 25 and frequently, 

Koch, in Z. Th. K., 1955* pp. 2f. 
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stances the act would inevitably be looked at from one side only, under 
the aspect of its actual performance and, initially, without any regard 
being paid to its personal motivations, and also, quite apart from any 
question as to the consciousness or subjective intention of the agent. 
In view of the horror which antiquity felt in face of a really deliberate 
breach of a sacral regulation, we have to assume that in practice sins 
committed in error, that is, such offences as were committed by a man 
under a delusion, in ignorance of his situation vis-a-vis God, were more 
frequent than deliberate sins. Earlier Israel called this kind of deluded 
ignorance Tolly.’’ 1 ®^ Thus, for example, David “acted foolishly” 

(^30) in taking the census (n Sam. xxrv, 10) and so did Aaron when he 
rebelled against Moses (Num. xii. ii). This purely “objective” idea of 
guilt could from time to time lead to serious conflicts, and earlier 
Israel herself was well aware of the dilemmas and even the tragedy in 
which they could involve men and women.^®® Many stories actually 
rise to heights of moving dramatic quality just because they unfold the 
problem of the subjectively guiltless sinner-generally men of high 
position-with such naivete. They remind the reader of Aristotle’s 
idea of anaQftla as the deepest cause of tragic suffering (e.g. Gen. 
XX. Sff.; I Sam. XIV. 24ff.).^®^ Though these stories bear the mark of 

^®® Cf. Gen. XXXIV. 7; Jg. xrx. 23, xx. 6,io;ii Sam. xiii. 12 . In Greek too vTqmog 

can describe lack of insight into the action of the gods. G. Bertram in Th. W.B.N.J 
VOL. IV, p. 914. 

On “objective” guilt see also J. Hempel, Ethos, pp. 52ff. As Quell has rightly 
noticed, the concept of unwitting sin only appears in P to some extent in a stunted 
form (Lev. iv. 2, 22, 27, v. 15, xxn . 14 ; Num. xv. 27-g). is in no sense a milder 
expression: instead, its significance is in reality very much more serious than that of 
the formal concept of ‘missing the mark’ or of that of the emotional one of ‘refusal,’ 
because unwitting sin can only be spoken of on condition of a good will on the part 
of the agent. It is due to circumstances, or, in the terms of religion, to God, that a 
man sins unwittingly. Thus, an element of demonic horror makes itself felt as soon 
as unwitting sin appears as a religions term outside of the language of the cult, and 
indeed even within it it cannot be completely left out of the reckoning in spite of all 
softening through the possibility of cviltic compensation.” Th. IV,B.N.T,, vol. 1 , 
P- 274. 

dfiOQrla is not be rendered here by “guilt” in the Christian sense. The term 
means that imperfection which, contrary to all reasonable expectation, causes injury 
to a subjectively innocent person. “The moral suffering of Oedipus was .,, called 
forth by the fact ... that he had unintentionally and unwittingly done something 
which was objectively terrible. Here then the cause of the most terrible sin is dfiagria* 
(K. von Fritz, Tragische Schuld und poetische Gerechtigkeit in der griechischen Tragddie, 
Stud, generale 1955, cols, I95ff.). 
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near spiritual desperation, still, they are unflinching. Objectively 
Abimclech committed an outrage in his offence against another man’s 
marriage, and in the same way Jonathan, in spite of his ignorance, came 
under the ban of his father’s curse. Israel thus refused to dissolve her 
concept of guilt into subjectivity. Only when the peculiarity and the 
grandeur of this ancient Israelite concept of guilt have been recognised 
will it also be apparent what a revolution the Jahwist’s story of the Fall 
implies. Not that it makes guilt dissolve into subjectivity-that would be 
a complete misunderstanding of the Jahwist-but withhis picture of the 
complicated operations within the soul when guilt is incurred, he 
opened up access to completely new territory. Since we cannot here 
give any history of the concept of guilt in ancient Israel, it may suffice to 
remark that the Priestly Document together with its accretions is 
apparently concerned with a restoration of the old sacral ideas, for the 
procedures it lays down for regulating the consecration of people and 
of objects, and for making atonement for them, certainly presuppose 
an extremely objective notion of guilt. But within the limits of these 
ideas, what is meant by expiation? 

When a breach of a sacral order took place, the question arose 
whether or not it could be forgiven. Provided that Jahweh himself did 
not give the judgment directly, the decision lay with the priests, whom 
Jahweh had given full powers in the matter. If the sin could not be for¬ 
given, then the person concerned had to “bear his guilt.” Now once 
again this term is a very characteristic formula of sacral law 

and occurs frequently in P and Ezekiel.^®® It means, in an ambivalent 
way, both “to incur guilt” and to “bear one’s punishment,” in the 
sense that the agent is abandoned to the evil which he has occasioned. 
What this meant for him was clear. Since man has in himself no powers 
of defence against the evil, and is unable to free himself from its em¬ 
braces and pollution by any heroic moral action of his own, he inevit¬ 
ably becomes its prey. Initially, this was thought of as a working out 
of the divine wrath, occurring forthwith and destroying the man: 
through it the sinner was exposed to the sphere of the curse (cf. Num, 
V. if. ; Lev. XX. 20). In other cases what followed was excommunication 
from the community by the pronouncement of a ban over the offender, 
and this virtually amounted to a sentence of death. Or else the com¬ 
munity carried out the death sentence on him directly, by stoning. In 

Lev. V. i,vn. 18, xvii. 16, xx. 17, ipf., xxn. 9, 16, xxiv. I5;£zek. xiv.io, 
XVIII. ipf. and frequently. Cf. Zimmcrli in Z.AIF.,1954, pp. pflf. 
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connexion with what has just been said about the curse, it is to be noticed 
that P presupposes the very grandiose idea that the “camp” was con¬ 
stantly threatened by an almost hypostatised power of wrath 
In its account Israel’s situation is drawn with deadly seriousness: on all 
sides and in its every action she was threatened with the possibility of a 
blow m descending upon her,^®® This term too is a strangely absolute 
theological terminus technicus in P. The sole protection from the blow 
was the repeated performance of numerous atoning rites. The strong 
emphasis laid upon the rites for atonement, which by the way can be 
seen in growth even within the strands of P, is characteristic of it alone. 
Such rites were not unknown in the history of the pre-exilic cult, but 
they certainly did not then occupy such a dominant place as they have 
in P. The reason for this change has been sought, and rightly so, in 
the broken and anguished mood of the exilic and post-exilic periods. 

What were the special features of the concept of expiation in the 
Old Testament? The question has been frequently discussed before now, 
in part in excellent and thorough special studies, but no adequate 
answer has as yet been given. This is due to the nature of the texts at 
our disposal, which are, for far the most part, absolutely unannotated 
rituals. So it was not at all to be wondered at that these texts, dealing 
as they do with the technique of the cult and confining themselves 
in the main to a description of the external procedure, were susceptible 
of the most diverse interpretations. We ought not however to abandon 
all attempt at interpretation-though, of course, the only promising 
way to do so is to take into account from the very beginning the basic 
conception of the nature of an evil action and its consequences men¬ 
tioned above.^®^ Unfortunately, P hardly ever condescends to give its 
suggestions for interpretation. This makes the rather tortuous state¬ 
ment in Lev. xvu. 11 important for us. This text to begin with links 
up with Gen. ix. 4 (P), but it expands it in a definitive way. 

“For the life of the flesh is in the blood: and I have given it for you 
upon the altar, to make atonement for yourselves ; for the blood, through 
the life in it, makes atonement” (Lev. xvn.n). 

Here the commandment forbidding the eating of blood is re-issued 
in an intensified form. It now gets a completely new substantiation for 

^®® Lev. X. 6 ; Nuni.i. 53, xvii. 11 [xvi. 46], xviii. 5 . 

i» 0 Ex. xn. 13, xxx. 12 ; N um. vin. 19, xvii. iif.[xvi.46f.]; Josh, xxn, 17. 

For what follows cf. K. Koch, D ie israditische Suhneanschmung und ihrehistori- 
SChen Wandlungen (typewritten thesis, Erlangen 1955) 
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Israel-Jahwch has “given” the people of Israel this life-bearing blood, 
all use of which he had previously ruled out, for a quite particular 
purpose, namely for the effective performance of expiatory rites at the 
altar. But it is not the blood in itself that effects expiation, but the blood 
in so far as the life is contained in it. Expiation therefore does not depend 
upon the blood, but upon the life, whose bearer the blood This 
text does not, of course, supply any very defmite information about 
the way in which this focal point for theology regards expiation “for 
your life” as brought about. But Deut. xxi. l-9> 

which is obviously a very primitive set of directions, does take us 
further with this question. In the case of murder by an unknown agent 
the prayer reads “make expiation for thy people Israel pSJS ^13177) 
and let there not be innocent blood in the midst of thy people Israel” 
(vs. 8 ). Murder brings calamity upon Israel, and especially upon the 
areas immediately concerned. If no act of expiation was made in which 
an animal was put to death in place of the murderer, then the areas 
would have to “bear” the evil with its calamitous consequences. In 
this case, then, expiation is effected through the vicarious death of an 
animal. But what is of special importance in this connexion is that 
appeal is made to Jahweh, himself actively to effect the expiation. 
Accordingly the one who receives expiation is not Jahweh, but Israel : 
Jahweh is rather the one who acts, in averting the calamitous curse 
which burdens the community.^®® Now in P, as distinct from D, the 
one who effects expiation is never Jahweh himself: instead, it is every¬ 
where the priest who does this. But this does not in any way imply a 
changed idea of the effecting of expiation, for on the whole in P the 
priest stands out as Jahweh’s fully authorised instrument. Thus here, 
too, although the priest actually performs the actions for expiation, in 
the last analysis it is Jahweh himself who effects or refuses expiation.^®^ 
That the priests act as the representatives of Jahweh, and that Jahweh 
acts through them, comes out especially clearly in the curious cere¬ 
monial connected with the eating of the sin offering (Lev. VI. 17ff. 
[24fF.], X. l6lF.). In Jahweh’s stead they deal with the entire removal of 

J. Herrmann, Die IdeederSuhne im AltenTestament, p. 67. 

References for Jahweh as the subject of expiation are Deut. xxi. 8 ; Pss. LXV. 4 

[3],Lxxvin. 3 8, Lxxnc, 9 ; Jer. xvin. 23 ;Ezck.XVl. 63 ; n Chron. xxx. 18 ; Dan. ix. 24. 

^^Ex.xxix,36f., XXX. 10 , I5f.; Lev, i. 4, iv. 20, 26, 31, v. 6 , 10 , 13, 16, 18 and 

frequently. Exact statistics on the word are to be found in J. Herrmann, D ie Idee der 
Siihne im Testament, pp. 35 - 7 - 
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the evil which has been laid upon the animal: they “bear” the of 
the community and thereby effect expiation (Lev. x. 17). So it is men 
and women, and on occasion cultic objects as well, who receive 
expiation, since on this view the latter too can come within the sphere 
of a baneful influence, and in consequence become unfit for use in the 
cult.^®® As is well known, an essential part of the ceremonial at the “great 
Day of Atonement” (Lev. xvi) served the purposes of the expiation of 
the altar and the sanctuary. What was effected in expiation was that in 
both cases, with persons and objects alike, Jahweh removed the baneful 
influence of an act. He broke the nexus of sin and calamity; and this 
was as a rule effected by way of channelling the baneful influence of the 
evil into an animal which died vicariously for the man (or for the cultic 
object).^®® Expiation was thus not a penalty, but a saving event. 197 In the 
actual process, oflfences were graded according to their enormity. More 
trivial errors could be repaired by lustrations. On the other hand the 
ritual in Lev. xvi shows a vast accumulation of expiatory rites, which 
speaks for a tremendous consciousness of the enormity of guilt. In the 
final form of the ritual Aaron four times makes expiation for hi&elf 
(vss. 6 , 11 , 17 , 24 ), three times for the community (vss. 10 , 17 , 24 ) and 
once for the holy place (vs. 20 ). 

All this however was no “magic” event, requiring only to be set 
in motion to lead to the desired result. These rituals show only the out¬ 
ward aspect of a sacral event, the way in which it took its course once 
the priests whom Jahweh had authorised had pronounced their “yes.” 
We know all too little about the criteria by which they were guided, 
but it can be assumed that, in giving their decisions, they followed old 
and well-tried cultic traditions. Nothing can be gathered from these 
texts about the subjective condition of those who requested expiation; 
in a few instances only is mention made of a confession to be spoken 
during the process of expiation.^®® Unfortunately, even recent research 
into the Psalms, although it has given us insight into an amazingly 

What takes place in Is. VI. 8£ is also to be understood as an expiatory cleansing 
of an object, the lips, which were as a result made capable of sufficing for a function 
that God laid upon them. 

Still, according to P, other gifts too—cf. Ex. xxx. I5f.; Lev. v. iif.; Num. 
XXXI. So-could have powers of expiation. 

197 “xhe law nowhere indicates that in sacrifice ... an act of punitive punishment 
is executed; it in no way asks us to look on the altar as a place of punishment,” 

Oehler, Theology of the Old Testament, Edinburgh 1874, p. 431 . 

Lev. V. 5 . XVI. 21; Num. V. 7. 
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diverse cultic activity, has not as yet been able to establish satisfactory 
connexion with the world of these priestly rituals. 

(J) C/ed«—Unclean, Illness and Death 

Our understanding of all the cultic activities so far mentioned would, 
however, be left hanging in the air, unless we were to see them in 
relationship to ideas which are much more comprehensive. They have 
their place and significance in and for a world which in God’s sight was 
divided into clean and unclean, holy and secular, blessing and curse,^®® 
For Israel this tension and polarity was a basic datum of all life-it was 
so universally valid that it had to be assumed as present and taken for 
granted even where it is not mentioned expressis verbis^ as for instance 
in the prophets. There is not the slightest reason for assuming that it 
was a specific characteristic of the post-exilic period alone: P only fixed 
and conserved the sacral ordinances which were valid in earlier times 
as well. It is precisely in this respect that P gives the impression of much 
greater antiquity than the very much more rational and reflective 
Deuteronomy. 

Starting from the outside and proceeding inwards, the first holy 
thing is Israel’s land (Am. vii, 17; Hos. Ix. 3 ;Ezek. Iv. it was in 
fact Jahweh’s land (Lev. xxv. 23), his heritage I Sam. 

XXVI. 19; n Sam. xiv. 16). The description of the Phihstines as “un¬ 
circumcised” Qg. XIV. 3, XV. 18 ;iSam. xrv. 6 , etc.) shows to what a 
degree the contrast between outward and inward was still felt to be a 
sacral and not a national matter. For P the camp was holy (Lev. vi. 
4 [ii], X. 4 f.,xni. 46, XVI. 21), Jerusalem was holy (Is. Ln. 2, XLvm. 2), 
yes, so even was the city wall (Neh. xn. 30). The Temple hill was holy 
(Pss. XXIV. 3, n. 6), the Temple was made holy (i Kings ix. 3), and so 
was the Tabernacle with its innermost chamber, the Holy of Holies 
(Num. I. 51). which latter was so holy that even the High Priest him¬ 
self might only enter it once a year, and even then only as he paid heed 
to meticulous rites (Lev. xvi. iflf.). The vessels and the various parts of 
the Tabernacle were so holy that they required to be protected from all 
unwarranted contact (Num. rv. 15): indeed, in one of the supple¬ 
mentary passages, they ought not even to be seen by unauthorised 
persons (Num. Iv. 20). The priests were holy, their life being in conse¬ 
quence subject to special prescriptions (Lev. xxi. I-15, 16-23) — even 
their clothes were holy (Ex. XXIX. 29, xxxi. 10 ). The offerings were 

See above, pp. syf. 
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holy (Lev. vi. ii [ 18 ]); some were even “most holy,” and were 
specially guarded Lev. II. 3, 10, VI. 10 [ 17 ], XXVII. 28 

and elsewhere), etc. The additions to P (P^) arc full of prescriptions like 
these, and of directions as to how, when it has been lost, the holiness 
of a person or a thing can be restored by lustrations or by anointing 
with oil or blood. The rituals delineate all this as if it were static, and 
with a lifeless stiffiiess which we find strange. But of course they only 
display the outside of the matter, and even that in the form of norma¬ 
tive paradigms. It needs very little imagination to see how, in the actual 
practice of the cult, things would often be full of dramatic movement 
and tension, for the unclean was the most basic form in which Israel 
encountered what was displeasing to God. New decisions had constantly 
to be pronounced in connexion with it, and these demanded the un¬ 
divided theologicavigilance of priesthood and laity, for the line of 
contact between the two opposed spheres of the clean and the unclean 
was by no means fixed — ^it was a battle-line, running irregularly through 
daily life, particularly the life of the laity. Haggai has preserved a very 
informative case arising in an individual’s everyday home life (Hag. n. 
10-13). Was ordinary food that had come into contact with conse¬ 
crated flesh made ipso facto holy? The priests’ answer is that it is not. 
A second question follows. Will it be unclean if it is touched by some¬ 
one who is himself unclean through contact with a dead body? The 
answer is, yes. We can see that behind the two answers there is a prob¬ 
lem. Human life is lived in two spheres. There are cases in which the 
potency of the unclean is greater than that of the holy; but in others, 
as for example in all processes of expiation, the holy is the stronger. 
These were not questions of captious scrupulosity. On the contrary, 
there constantly arose in the life of the individual status conjessionxsy 
where in the decisions given the one way or the other the whole of 
Jahwism and of the individual’s cultic existence before God was 
implicitly at stake. Man’s encounter with the unclean was particularly 
close and dangerous in the wide-ranging field of sex. Israel had a cer¬ 
tain apprehensiveness about sex that derived from the cult. To expose 
one’s nakedness when going up to the altar, that is, while performing 
cultic duties, was displeasing to Jahweh (Ex. xx. 26), and anyone who 
was in a state of special cultic immediacy to Jahweh (as, for example, 
in the holy war) had to abstain from sexual relationships. Only then 
was the body “clean” (l 2 ?np,iSam. xxi. 6 [ 5 ], cf. Lev. xv. 18 ; Deut. 
XXIII. II [ 10 ] ;ii Sam. vi. 20, xi. ii). A woman was unclean because of 
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the birth of a child (Lev. xii). Iii particular, all issues from the sexual 
organs necessitated ritual purification of the persons concerned (i Sam. 

XX. 26; Lev. xv). Serious sexual offences polluted not only the offender, 
but even the land (Lev. xviii.25, 28, xix.29; Num. v. 3 ; Deut. xxiv.4; 

Hos. IV. 3 ; Jcr. m. 2 , 9 ). This holds specially true, of 
blood (Gen. iv.iif. ;Num. XXXV. 3 sf.; Deut. xxi. 22 f.). 

In addition, all serious illnesses were subject to a like sacral assessment. 

There were, of course, surgeons for external wounds in Israel (Ex. xxi. 

19 ), but in all serious illnesses the competent person was the priest. 

The old phrase “I, Jahweh, am your healer” certainly had originally 
a very real, programmatic, and even polemical content (Ex. xv. 26 ).^®® 

Such disturbances of the vital basis of human existence brought a man 
into a status confessionis. Only God could heal (11 Kings v. 7): not to have 
confidence in Jahweh’s readiness to help, but to seek advice from 
physicians, was lack of faith (iiChron. xvi. 12). It was of course from 
Jahweh that bodily sickiless came; and he alone could bind up and heal 
(Job V. 18). With these references taken from the later writings we 
should bear in mind that the tendency which they show is precisely 
that of reviving ancient ideas. The Wisdom of Solomon goes very far 
in what it says about healing the Israelites of the plagues in Egypt-“it 
was neither herb nor poultice that healed them, but thy word, which 
healeth all things” (xvi.l 2 ). But in older Israel too it was probably 
common usage in all illness to approach Jahweh as the physician. In 
laments people cried “Heal me” (Ps. vi. 3 [ 2 ]; Jer. xvii. i4)> and in 
songs of thanksgiving they confessed “Thou hast healed me” (Pss. 

XXX. 3 [ 2 ],cm. 3). It was a serious matter when the sick man turned to 
a foreign god (ii Kings i. 2-8). This very radical attitude did not, of 
course, exclude all medical treatment. Once a man had committed 
himself to Jahweh, medicines too had a place (11 Kings xx. 1-7). The 
only clearer glimpse we get of the priests’ management of medical 
matters is the direction about leprosy in Lev. xraf. Leprosy, as the 
“first-born of death” (Job xviii. 13 ), was probably reckoned to be the 
most serious kind of bodily uncleanness that could happen to a man, 
and on that account the priests had to be specially particular in dealing 

Sellin saw that Ex. xv. 25 is an old text which has been painted over (Moseund 
s 6 r\e Bedeutung fur 6 \eisr.und jiid. Religionsgeschichte, henceforth cited as M ose, Berlin 
1922, pp. 134f.). For sacral medicine in ancient Israel see A. Wendel, Sakularisiemng 

in Israels Kultur^ Giitersloh 1934 , pp. 320 fF., 330, and recently J. Hempel, ”Ich bin der 
Herr, dein Arzt,” in Th. Lz., 1957 , cols. 809 - 26 . 
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with it.2®^ Behind these rites and this whole cumbersome ceremonial for 
purification lies as an unexpressed though basic presupposition the idea 
that there was a very close connexion between sin and physical 
disease.^®^ But this brings us amazingly close to the theological assertion 
c o u r iil#de bg fhe Jat^^ig: in Gen. iii:hc too wants to indicate how all the 
disturbances in our natural life have their roots in a disturbed relation¬ 
ship to God. 

There is an odd lack of harmony in the chapter in Ecclesiasticus deal¬ 
ing with the physicians (xxxvin.l-15). As such collections of maxims 
generally do, very diverse judgments on the theological problem 
raised by the physician are set over against one another. God “insti¬ 
tuted” the physician, and it is from God that he gets his wisdom 
(vs. if.). His medicines too come from God-proof is even given from 
Scripture of the legitimacy of making use of them (vss. 4-8). All this 
therefore speaks in favour of the physician’s service. In the second part, 
however, the theological judgments are more reserved. In the case of 
illness, prayer and sacrifice are recommended, although the physician 
is not necessarily ruled out in principle, for “on occasion” his hand too 
is granted success. Here too, typically, the sage feels himself obliged to 
give the physician theological legitimation : and this he finds in the 
fact that the physician prayed for the success of his diagnosis (vss. g-14). 
Apparently these preceding arguments did not impress the last man 
whose opinion is recorded-“he who sinneth in the sight of his Maker 
falls into the hands of the physician” (vs. 15). The whole is a piece of 
writing typical of an enlightenment which is at the same time unwilling 
to give up the old traditional faith. It no longer however takes its 
stand upon it, and now only puts theology to the trouble of giving a 
post eventum legitimation to the physician whose actual existence has 
to be reckoned with in one way or another. 

We must also discuss death here, but not, it is true, that aspect of it 
which particularly interests people today, the experience of dying. 
Nor do we deal with ideas about the condition of men after death. 
Instead, we consider what was the basic presupposition of both of 
these in Israel, namely, death’s classification and assessment in the cult. 
These are clear enough-all that has died represents the utmost degree 

It has recently been questioned whether is to be translated by “leprosy.” 

Kohler in Z.A.W., 1955, p. 290. 

So for example Pss. xxxii. ifF.,xxxviii.3fF.,xxxix.9, 12 [8, n ],xli. 5[4], 
Lxix. 6 [5], cm. 3, cviLiyf. 
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of uiiclcanncss (Num. ix.6, xix.ii, 16, 18, xxxi. 19 of the dead of 
men; Lev. xi. 24 - 8 , etc., of the dead of animals). The uncleanness 
issuing from the dead infected not only human beings in the vicinity 
of the dead man, but things as well (Lev. xi .3 3ff.) : indeed it could be 
passed on still further through contact with what had been rendered 
unclean (Num. xix. 22). People who were in a state of intensified 
holiness, the priests and Nazirites (Lev. xxi.lfF.,lofF.; Num. vi. 
were specially menaced by the uncleanness occasioned by death. Apart 
from the disease of leprosy (in the cases where it was incurable), contact 
with the dead occasions an uncleanness more serious in degree than all 
other forms of uncleanness. Therefore it cannot be removed by ordi¬ 
nary lustration, as is the case with uncleanness due to sex, but requires 
a special purificatory water compounded with the ashes of a red heifer 
(Num. XIX. iff.). 

All these very lifeless-looking ritual regulations do not in them¬ 
selves retain any traces of the hard defensive warfare which Israel 
waged, aided by these very cultic prescriptions. In order to get a view 
of the battlefield itself, we have to draw upon other sources which are 
earlier in date of composition. As far as we can see back into the 
history, Jahwism turned with a special intolerance against all forms of 
the cult of the dead. Like most nations who were still unsophisticated 
in religion, the first datum, or at least the obvious thing to do, for 
Israel as well, was to confer a positive sacral value on the dead and on the 
grave. There was no doubt that the dead lived on-especially so if this 
was assured by means of rites. Thus the dead man was merely changed, 
and represented, to a higher degree than while living in the body, a 
power which had to be reckoned with in a very real way.^®® In conse¬ 
quence, it was of prime importance to regulate the relationship of the 
living to these dead. The dead could of course do harm. But use could 
also be made of their higher knowledge. How close Israel stood to 
these ideas may be seen from the fact that the age of Deuteronomy and 
Isaiah was still exposed to the temptation to consult the dead (Is. vm. 
19; Deut. xvm.iq.And on one occasion when such a spirit was con¬ 
jured up, it is still actually designated (i Sam. xxvm. 13). Even 

if we take the view that this is all just a matter of the survival of rudi¬ 
ments, a degraded and outlawed hole-and-corner cult, it would still be 
quite wrong on the one hand to set too little store on the temptation 
which emanated from this sphere, or, on the other, to underestimate the 
G. van der Leeuw^Phanomenologieder Religion, p. I 95 * 
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power of self-restraint which Israel had to call into being in order to 
renounce all sacral communion with her dead. Even Deuteronomy 
still requires a man who is offering the first-fruits solemnly to avow 
that he has allotted none of them as a meal for the dead (Deut. xxvi. 
14 ).®®^ It is of course questionable whether the designation “cult of the 
dead” is not too honorific a one for such isolated practices. Did these 
paltry actions towards a dead man really still count as a cult in the real 
sense of the term? Nevertheless they did express a sacral relationship 
with the dead which was absolutely incompatible with Jahwism. 
Obviously, Jahweh’s will for exclusive worship turned itself in a par¬ 
ticularly intransigent way against this very cult of the dead and any¬ 
thing in any way connected with it. Thus, for example, certain mourn¬ 
ing rites which were now only loosely connected with the cult of the 
dead were weeded out with an assiduity that seems out of place.®®® 
The upshot of the whole matter was a radical demythologising and 
desacralising of death. The dead were absolutely outside the cultic 
sphere of Jahweh, and Israel might not recognise any other cultic 
sphere. The dead were divorced from him and from communion with 
him, because they were outside the province of his cult (Ps. LXXXVni. 
11-13 [ 10 - 12 ]). Herein lay the real bitterness of death, and the laments 
in the Psalms give pathetic expression to this experience.806 

Thus the life of Israel, even the whole of its everyday life, was 
bounded by a great tension between clean and unclean and between 
life and death, for every uncleanness was to some extent already a pre¬ 
cursor of the thing that was uncleanness out and out, death: in the 
same way any slight uncleanness led to death in so far as it was not 
deliberately wiped out by ritual means.®®*^ The perils which confronted 
the life of the individual in Israel-just as they did the life of the com- 
munity-as he moved to and fro on the narrow border-line between 
clean and unclean, can perhaps be made clear by the fact that, before 
taking part in any cultic activity, everyone had to “sanctify himself.*^®®®. 
What this usage presupposes is that in their everyday life men had 
come into contact with much that was unclean, from which they had 
®®^ It has been correctly assumed that the erection of a mazzebah over the grave of 
an ancestor (Gen. xxxv. 20) was formerly not such a harmless custom as it now appears 
in the story. For gifts put into graves see K. Galling in Bihlisches Reallexikon, Tubingen 
1937, cols. 239£ 

206 Ley^ 

XIX . 28, XXL 5f. ; Deut. xiv. i . See above, p. 208. 

See below, pp. 387ff. Lev. xvn. I5f.; Num. xix. 20 , 

Ex. XIX. 10, 14 ; Josh. VII. 13 ;I Sam. XVI. 5 ; Job 1.5. 
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to be cleansed by means of lustrations and abstentions before they 
could re-enter the realm of the holy. Israel clearly did not reflect upon 
the nature of the unclean and its special character. Nowadays it is some¬ 
times interpreted as the sphere of the demonic.^®® In Israel, however, 
there is no real support for this view (at the most Lev. xvi. 26 ), since she 
obviously felt herself altogether much less menaced by demons than 
did other peoples in her cultural environment. It was enough that 
there was a realm of the unclean (and also of the curse), whose opera¬ 
tions were fatal in their effect on men, and which were therefore dis¬ 
pleasing (nasnn) to Jahweh, because Jahweh purposed Israel’s life 
(Ezek. xvni. 23 ). He wanted to have Israel on his side, and wanted 
Israel to be holy, as he was holy (Lev. xix. 2, xx. 26 ; Ex. xxii .30 [31]). 
There was nothing at all rigid, and nothing laid down once for all, 
in these cultic regulations : rather the boundary between clean and un¬ 
clean was constantly in a state of flux. What is of course remarkable is 
that it is in P that the realm of holiness which Jahweh established is 
not rigorously fixed. It was not tied to the holiness of a place which 
was, as it were, absolutely holy, but it was a holiness that was always 
on the move. To indicate it only a minimum of outward sacral furnish¬ 
ings (a tent, and some poles and carpets) were needed. These no doubt 
marked out the limits of a temenos. But the holiness of this temenos was 
never attached to the place. It always depended upon Jahweh’s com¬ 
mand to stay or move on (Num. x. iff.). The entire holiness of the 
place and of the objects stood or fell with the resting or the departure 
of the cloud (Num. ix. 

Just because of this, new questions must always have been cropping 
up for the men who lived their lives on this boundary-line between 
the sacred and the secular, and fresh decisions must have had continually 
to be issued from the cultic centre in order to define the status quo for 
the time being (Lev. x. lof.). The community was of course betrayed 
when the priests ceased to attend to their office, when they “made no 
distinction between holy and secular, and gave no instruction about the 
difference between clean and unclean” (Ezek. xxii. 26). The unclean 
was always pushing forward, with the result that men and things came 
into its power. Israel considered herself as lost in face of this power, 
had not Jahweh come to her aid. Healing and saving forces, however, 
emanated from the sanctuary and the cult, and these maintained life 

S. Mowinckel, Religion und Kultus, p. 80; J. Hcmpel, Ethos, pp. 53» i8of.; on the 
contrary, Eichrodt, Theologiep\/oi.\\,p. 180. 


in a wholesome equilibrium between these poles. These, sanctuary and 
cult, no doubt did not extend so far as completely to extrude and 
abolish the unclean, or finally to incorporate the secular realm into 
the holy. This continuing struggle between the sacred and the secular, 
which runs right through the whole of Jahweh’s creation [vide the list 
of unclean animals), is, however, regarded even by P as something 
temporary. P too knows a final condition of things where the holiness 
of Jahweh will attain its goal, since “all the earth will be full of the 
glory of God” (Num. xiv. 21 ). But this swallowing up of the secular 
in the holy, so complete that the most insignificant objects in everyday 
use, the pots in the houses and the bells on horses’ harness, will be as 
holy as the vessels in the Temple, a prophet only looks for as coming 
with Jahweh’s final act of salvation “in that day” (Zech. xiv,2if.). 

These ideas of how salvation is deeply rooted in the material were 
never abandoned by Israel-even the prophets did not give them up. 
It would be a great mistake to regard the prophets as the spiritual 
antipodes opposed to the cultic world of the priests. A programmatic 
war of reformation waged against the priests would have taken a very 
&rent aspect. What we witness in the prophets is an attack on abuses. 
In this attack we occasionally come upon the spiritualising of cultic 
concepts. But what is said-and it is always set within a specific 
polemic-remains ad hoc, and never widens out to deliberate opposition. 
Now and then such spiritualisations probably betoken some internal 
crises in Israel’s cultic life. But it must be very emphatically stressed 
that they do not in the slightest imply any “evolution^in the direction 
of an increasingly intensive spiritualisation. Our own theological out¬ 
look finds it all too easy to be suspicious of this ritual side of Jahwism, 
as unspiritual and external. But how can it be made out that the people 
who submitted to purificatory rites were not touching the heart of the 
matter? As we said, the unclean is the most basic form of Israel’s 
encounter with what was displeasing to Jahweh. Of course it is hard 
for us today to size up the experiential content of such observances. 
The Psalms certainly do give us some information : we can generally 
assume that in them we are addressed by a piety which has not as yet 
started on “the great retreat into spirituality.”*^® And in particular, it is 
precisely in this grasp of the material side of life by the cultic sphere 
that Jahweh’s urgent will to be immanent comes to expression, a will 
which is wholly unsatisfied with Israel’s spirituality. 

E. Spranger, Die Magie der Seek, Tubingen I 947 * p. 7* 
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V. The Wandering in the Wilderness 

According to the chronology of the Priestly Document, Israel spent 
almost a year at Sinai : thereafter the people were once more on the 
move.l Visualising it as it is given in the fmal form of the Hexateuch, 
the route led from Sinai to Kadesh. From there the spies were sent out 
(Num. xiiif.; Deut. i.ipfF.), and owing to the rebellion which broke 
out for this reason, the journey into the promised land came once again 
to a standstill. To begin with, Israel disobeyed Jahweh’s command to 
turn about at once and go southwards, to the Red Sea : instead, she went 
northwards and attempted, on her own initiative, to force her way into 
the promised land; but in this attempt she was defeated at Hormah 
(Num. XIV. 39-41; Deut. i. 41 ff.). Now, however, a huge, yawning 
gap appears in the narrative, since in Num. xx. 1 Israel returns to Kadesh 
in the fortieth year. Israel thus paid the penalty during a period of 
thirty-eight years in the wilderness, during which the whole generation 
of those who had rebelled against Jahweh had to die (Num. xiv. 33E; 
Deut. II. 14)*^ Even after this second departure from Kadesh, Israel did 
not go directly to her God-given goal; but in order to go round Edom 
in peace, she presently found herself once more at the Red Sea (Num. 
XXI. 4), and only from there did she advance slowly northwards east 
of the Jordan. 

This tremendous picture of a people’s joumeying-a journeying 
directed by a compulsion quite unconnected with strategic and econo¬ 
mic requirements —^is, as far as the history of tradition goes, the final 
outcome of a very long process of growth and combination of tradi¬ 
tions. A final conglomeration which overloads the picture of the jour¬ 
ney in the wilderness was effected with the literary combination of the 
three source documents, J, E, and P, which for their part had each 
given to some extent a shorter and simpler picture.® The picture given 
in the source documents itself came into being as the result of a skilful 
combination of a series of hitherto local traditions current among the 

^ Ex. XDt. i; Num. x. 11 . 

® Earlier expositors had many strange things to say about this period-the covenant 
was “suspended,” the theocracy inoperative, circumcision was not performed, the 
Passover not celebrated, etc. So as late as Hengstenberg, History of the Kingdom of 
God under the Old Testament, Edinburgh 1871, vol. i, pp. 377 , 383 . 

»This holds tme particularly for the Jahwist. In Deut. i. 6-n. 25 there is a recapitu¬ 
lating account which is based in the main on E. Here already the route is very compli¬ 
cated. 


tribes of the south.^ The reason why it could be worked up in the 
chequered way it was, is that in tliccasc of the wanderings the old 
notion of the saving history did not report any striking event (like 
the Exodus or the miraculous crossing of the Red Sea) : it only told of 
Jahweh’s leading the people through the wilderness. Nevertheless, this 
element in the Credo is very old-the deliverance from Egypt itself 
implied the leading. Reconstruction of the way taken by the traditions 
in this part of the confession cannot form any part of our present task: 
all that can be done is to indicate something of the differences and 
tensions within the theological thinking of this period. 

The tersest formulations accessible in connexion with this subject 
are in summaries of confessional character and hymns that re-tell the 
history. While the Credo in Deut. xxvi. sfF. deals with the events from 
the Exodus to the Settlement in one clause-and this probably means 
that it only knows of the deliverance from Egypt as Jahweh’s decisive 
saving act-in the text given in Josh. xxiv. the wandering now has a 
place of its own alongside the deliverance and the miraculous crossing 
of the Red Sea (“and then you lived a long time in the wilderness,” 
vs. 7 b). Thus the leading through the wilderness became an indispens¬ 
able element in the psalms where history comes in, as Ps. cxxxvi. 16 
for example shows : the appeal in Amos also, “I led you forty years 
in the wilderness” (Am. ii. 10 ), may be borrowed from the psalm. 
What characterises all these expressions, which originate rather from 
the sphere of the cult, is the exclusive concentration upon the action of 
God. Israel is a silent and passive object in what God does. This is due 
to the confessional style, which only recapitulates the saving facts, a 
style which still lives on in the Psalms. Nevertheless, a very early shift 
took place in the subject of consideration: Israel came into the picture 
as a special subject considered. During this period, how did things 
stand with her, who became the subject of the divine leading in such 
singular circumstances? Now, strangely enough, two different ways of 
viewing the matter stand out in clear contrast. In the first, which finds 
its clearest expression in Jer. ii. 1-3, the wandering in the wilderness was 

^ M. Noth, Pentateuch^ p. 63. In the forefront are saga-like traditions which are 
attached to the district of the oasis of Kadesh. The assumption that direct memories 
of this earliest period were preserved in certain groups is of course not ruled out 
a limine; but how are we to discover these elements in the form which these stories 
were given at so much later a time? In a later time, too, much information came to 
Israel about this wilderness area, which she could use to form the picture of that era. 
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the time when the relationship was at its fairest, the time of the first 
love of Jahweh and Israel. At that time-“in a land unsown”—Israel 
was completely thrown upon Jahweh. She had not as yet been capti¬ 
vated by the allurements of the mysteries of the fruitful soil. So far no 
Baals had thrust themselves between her and Jahweh, as was afterwards 
the case in Palestine-she had to depend upon him in all departments of 
life. And he sustained his people, even looking after their sandals and 
clothes (Deut. xxix.sf.). Oddly enough, the priestly version of the 
story of the manna approximates after a fashion to this version of it— 
all gathered the manna which came down; but it turned out in the 
evening that everyone had gathered the exact quantity necessary for 
himself and his family-there was no surplus and no lack. One meaning 
of what happened became clear here. The event comes to have typo¬ 
logical significance —God gives to each according to his need. And 
further, the manna cannot be stored up. A few did try to do So, but 
they found that it went bad (Ex. xvi. g-27). In this case, too, history is 
intended to be the dress for a truth which Israel arrived at from her 
relations with Jahweh-this daily sustenance by God demanded a sur¬ 
render without security: in dealing with God, we live from minute to 
minute. In the story of the manna as Deuteronomy understood it, this 
process of spiritualising the old miraculous story is carried a further 
step forward. In P, manna is after all food for the body, and nothing is 
as yet explicitly said about the deeper meaning lying behind it, but in 
Deut. VIII. 3, the matter is completely spiritualised. It is stated expressly 
that the event was intended to teach that man does not live by bread 
alone but “by everything that proceeds from the mouth of Jahweh.” 
Here manna is obviously taken as spiritual food. In all this we have to 
bear in mind that the idea of a life in the wilderness became more and 
more incomprehensible to Israel after her settlement in the arable land 
and when she had come to enjoy the blessings of that land. The de¬ 
scription of the “great and terrible” wilderness in Deut. vm. 15 - 18 , 
where life was menaced by drought, and by Serpents and scorpions, 
gives an echo of the dread which people in a more comfortable situa¬ 
tion felt about such conditions. Jeremiah has this same idea of the 
wilderness when he calls it the land of the “pits, of thirst and darkness, 
where none passes through and none dwells** (Jcr*n. 6). Thus Jahweh’s 
leadership had proved true in this period in paradigmatic miracles. 

But the more Israel came to regard Jahweh’s leadership through the 
wilderness as an extremely marvellous event, the more urgent became 
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the question: how did she stand up to the test during this period? The 
answer becomes more and more negative till it reaches the devastating 
verdict expressed in Ezek. xx. The purpose of Ps. Lxxviii, according 
to its elaborate exordium, is to celebrate the acts of God 
but into the enumeration of these marvels of the leadership through the 
wilderness there again and again intrudes a description of the defiance, 
the lack of faith, and the other sins, which were Israel’s reaction to this 
mighty act of God (vss. 8fF.,i7ff.,32ff.,4ofF.,56fF.). As compared with 
Ps. cxxxvi, let us Say, the theme has therefore altered-a defiant, 
faithless crowd, that is what Jahweh’s redeemed people was ! A still 
gloomier effect is produced by the picture in Ps. CVi, because the 
representation given there exhausts itself in the description of Israel’s 
continuous failure-the background against which these sins stand in 
Ps. LXXvm, the kindnesses of Jahweh, is left out altogether .6 Israel’s 
chief sin, which is repeatedly mentioned in an almost stereotyped fashion 
in this cormexion, consists in her “tempting Jahweh,” that is, in her 
provoking of him by her lack of faith and discontent .6 But the darkest 
picture, darkest just because it is the most consistent theologically, is 
that of Ezek. xx. It is true that here too mention is made of the saving 
acts which Jahweh did “for his name’s sake” (vss. 9> 14, 22 ), in spite of 
all disobedience. But the most appalling feature is that the period in the 
wilderness is here pictured as a type and pattern of the coming judgment. 
Just as Jahweh judged the fethers, so will he lead this present generation 
into judgment in “the wilderness of the nations” (vs. 3 5). No one before 
Ezekiel had spoken in this way about Israel’s time in the wilderness, 
for in his picture Ezekiel stresses the divine acts of judgment, and sees 
in them a prefiguration of the imminent judgment which will come 
upon the people of God of his day. Admittedly, there were current 
some traditions, very old ones, which had as their subject Israel’s 
failure, a “murmuring” in the wilderness. But this growth of the nega¬ 
tive aspects to such a pitch that in the end the whole time in the wilder¬ 
ness was given the appearance of so sombre a period, is connected 
with general radical insights about Israel’s relationship to Jahweh and 
about the possibility of her existence in the light of this God, insights 
which only became consolidated in the later monarchical period, and 

® This view of history as a series of human rebellions against God ' S leadership is 
to be understood in the light of the cultic purpose of the psalm as a song of penitence. 

® Ex. xvn. I ff. ; Num.x 1 v .22 ; Pss. Lxxvin.i7f.,40f.,xcv. 8 f.,cvi.i 4 (cf. also 
Is. vn. 12 ). E. Seesemann, in Th. W.B.N.T.^ vol. vi, pp. 27 , 32 . 
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certainly not without the activity of the prophets. It was the recognition 
of Israel’s insecurity and exposedness, perhaps even her defeat, which so 
radically changed the picture of the wilderness. But this age also heard 
the tidings that Jahweh would do a new thing-he would once more 
redeem Israel in the same way as he had done at the beginning and lead 
her again through the wildemess.7 

To return to the picture given in the Hexateuch or in the sources— 
how is it to be fitted in here? Since the source documents and the 
various units of tradition which go to make it up originate in very 
different periods and also in very varied circles, we may not initially 
expect any unified and consistent view. It can be said on the whole 
that it more or less holds the balance between Jer. 11 and Ezek. xx. It 
indicates both Jahweh’s, gracious control ofhistory and Israel’s behaviour. 
The reader is altogether unaware that there are two divergent points of 
view, which the oldest picture of the history did not as yet know in 
this dual form at the stage when it was embedded in the cult. While it 
is always a good thing to remember the limits imposed upon the free¬ 
dom of writers handling long-settled traditional material, it would 
none the less be a mistake to refrain from questioning these series of 
narratives as to their overall theme. The authors of the source docu- 
ments-at all events J and E-both had the will to impose a thematic 
stamp on even the larger sections of the narrative, and were also in the 
position to do so. In our case, that is for the account of the wanderings 
after Sinai, Ex. xxxiii seems, in our opinion, to occupy a key position. 
What went before this was Israel’s offence with the “golden calf’ 
(Ex.xxxii): because of it Jahweh’s relationship to Israel, which had 
just been established at Sinai, was profoundly changed. Both J and E 
end the story with an expression of the divine wrath. Thus Jahweh’s 
relationship to Israel had sustained a blow, and its most visible conse¬ 
quence was Jahweh’s refusal to lead them any further in person (Ex. 
XXXII. 34 E, xxxm.zf. J). Admittedly, Jahweh did not abandon his 
saving plan, but his presence would destroy Israel if he were now to 
move along with her (Ex. xxxiii.5). The whole of ch. xxxm is there¬ 
fore pervaded by the question of the escort, without which Israel could 
not set out on the wandering (Ex. xxxm. 12 , 15 f.). But the answers 
given it are in no sense uniform; they are very divergent, for in Ex. 
xxxm a number of parallel traditions are piled up. ( 1 ) Jahweh sends 
his angel. ( 2 ) Moses sets up the holy tent and thereby establishes a 

^ So especially Deutero-Isaiah, Is. xim. 16-21, xxvin. 2 of., lh. 12 and frequently. 
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connexion with Jahweh. (3) Jahweh lets his Presence [Panim) accompany 
them. About the last of these little can be said, for this almost hyposta- 
tising independence here given to the “face” (D*’ 3 S) as a special form 
of manifestation between Jahweh and Israel is unique.* It is possible 
that the passage served as the aetiology of a cultic mask (why is Jahweh 
only present in the PanimT),^ But while this idea of the Panim accom¬ 
panying Israel is isolated, the other idea, that of the guiding angel, rests 
on a much broader basis. The idea that in the wilderness Israel was led 
by the angel of Jahweh was obviously firmly rooted in the tradition, 
since it occurs in various contexts (Ex. xiv. 19 , xxiii. 20 , 23, xxxii, 34, 
xxxm. 2 ;Num. xx. 16 ). 

The A nciel of Jahweh. The Hebrew word which we translate as 
“angel” means “messenger,” the man or the heavenly being 

despatched with some commission.^® The Old Testament certainly 
speaks openly here and there of heavenly beings. But it is remarkable 
that in the majority of the references, the way in which the beings are 
thought of never rises above a certain colourlessness and indistinctness. 
If we ask what their function and significance was, as it were in relation 
to the centre of Jahwism, there is not much of an answer. Often the 
impression is given that what is in question is a necessary part of the 
heavenly world which tradition demanded, and which Israel accepted 
like other people, rather than an idea in which the faith had any par¬ 
ticular interest. In any case, as we see angels in Israel’s older literature — 
the position is somewhat different in the post-exilic period-these 
heavenly beings are hardly ever seriously concerned in the government 
of the world or in the direction of history. This is unquestionably bound 
up with the radical idea of Jahweh as the cause of all things, and with 
his zeal, to which Isriel attributed all, and which left no room for any 
extensive action on the part intermediary beings. But the figure of 

® Only again in Deut. iv. 37. But Is. Lxm. g also takes the tradition up. 

® So G. Beer, Exodus, Tubingen 1939 , in loco, according to Galling. But there is 
still uncertainty here, for others have explained D'*2D in Ex. xxxm. 14 according to 
II Sam. XVII. II, in the sense of “I personally,” “I myself’-that is, in the opposite 
sense. 

W. Baumgartner has drawn attention to the fact that the Greek dyyeXog too is 
not yet a categorical term for heavenly beings ; and in the New Testament also it is 
still used for human messengers (Lk. vn. 24, ix. 52) . The angelus of the Vulgate is the 
first to mean “angel.” Baumgartner, “Zum Problem des Jahweengels,” in Schweiz, 
TheoLUmschaUy 1944, pp. 97fF. Cf. further F. Stier, Gott und sein Engel im Alien 
Testament, Munster 1934; Eichrodt, Theologie, VOL. II, pp. 6 fF. 
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the original relationship had been profoundly disturbed. Indeed, noth¬ 
ing less was at stake than the question whether, after all that had taken 
place, Israel was still the people of Jahweh. In consequence. Ex. xxxii. 
30-4 and XXXIII deal with the mediating institutions which Jahweh set 
up-the angel of Jahweh, the Tent, and the Panim. On the one side 
therefore, these institutions are a sign of the wrath of Jahweh, since his 
holiness might destroy Israel. But on the other hand, they are a proof of 
his will to save. Jahweh himself protects his people from this annihilat¬ 
ing encounter, and takes precautions in order that his design to “give 
Israel rest” (Ex. xxxm. 14) may achieve its end. In actual fact, from 
now on Israel’s relationship to Jahweh is to some extent a mediated one. 
In detail, J and E pictured the wanderings in the wilderness as a series 
of very grave crises, with the narrators’ interest equally directed to the 
human actions and to the divine, to Israel’s sin and rebellion and to 
Jahweh’s judgment and saving. The complex of these individual 
traditions is rounded off by the Balaam pericope (Num. xxii-xxiv); 
and, in the light of the whole, this is certainly to be taken as the acme 
of menace for the people of God, for the fact that the powers of the 
curse are now solemnly evoked against Israel overtopped all that the 
people of God had had to overcome hitherto, and all that Jahweh had 
had to repel in their defence. But Jahweh acted here in a more marvel¬ 
lous way than ever before-he turned the curse into blessing. 

In conclusion, there is still one question bearing on this whole sub¬ 
ject. Why did J and E tell all this? To this very crucial question we can 
get an indirect answer by way of Deut. vm. 3. In that verse mention is 
made of deeds ofjahweh which Israel had experienced in the wilderness, 
and it is stated in addition that these took place in order that Israel 
might learn a certain truth. Here then is history no longer told for its 
own sake, but for a more profound purpose, in order to teach a lesson 
which can be seen as the permanent and really essential thing lying 
behind the events. Working back from this to the stories of the wander¬ 
ing in the wilderness, it can be categorically asserted that this at any 
rate is not the purpose of the picture of the history of JE. Of course it 
has to be acknowledged that JE too has teaching in the wider sense in 
mind. But here the object is a different one. What it is concerned with 
is not to the communication of religious truths under the guise of 
history, but rather, much more simply, the reality of the events them¬ 
selves. Jahweh is present for Israel both in the picture of the mighty 
acts of God made relevant for the present and in the revelation given 
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through human beings in their context. The angle of application that is, 
applying what is narrated to the religious life of the reader, has as yet 
no independent importance. 

VI. The Conception of Moses and his Office 

One thing is common to all three sources of the Hexateuch: the figure 
of Moses everywhere stands at the centre of the historical events from 
the Exodus down to the end of the wandering in the wilderness. How¬ 
ever much ideas about his function may differ in detail, he is everywhere 
the representative of Israel, to whom the words and acts of Jahweh are 
addressed. Noth has made clear that there must have been a complex 
process of smoothing out, harmonising, and balancing the traditions 
against each other before this uniform picture was reached, for the 
figure of Moses was by no means at home in all of them to begin with.^ 
A review of the historical summaries in the confessions and hymns 
reveals right away an incompatibility with the picture given in the 
Hexateuch, inasmuch as the former, although certainly mentioning 
Moses (and Aaron) on occasion, nevertheless appear to have absolutely 
no knowledge of the position of all-powerful leader and mediator 
accorded to him in the Hexateuch. These documents, and others 
which from the literary point of view are later, preserve an older form 
of the picture of the history, from whose confines the Jahwist has 
already stepped out. But even within the series of the three source 
documents themselves there can still be discerned a growth of theo¬ 
logical interest in Moses, and this is expressed in concepts which are in 
part very diverse.^ 

We know practically nothing about the people who handed these 
traditions on, that is, the groups, institutions, or priestly families who 
at any given time maintained their specific picture of Moses until it 

^ “If it is even only approximately correct that the narrative in the Pentateuch grew 
together over a period out of a series of originally independent themes, each of which 
as a rule had its roots in a particular cultic activity, then from the very start we have 
no right to assume that one and the same figure should have had from the beginning 
a place in the majority of them” : N oth, Pentateuch, p. 172. The question where it 
was that the figure of Moses was fundamentally at home and where not, and how 
it grew into traditions which originally had no knowledge of it, certainly throws a 
light on many a process that is interesting for theology as well. But the scientific basis 
of the matter is too slight to allow of a comprehensive picture, which is the only thing 
of interest here. 

* Eor what follows cf. Sellin, Mose, pp. 125 c 
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reached literary expression in one of the major source documents. 

Certainly, this delineation of the picture of Moses was, to a large extent, 
a purely literary process; and it is therefore relatively late in comparison 
with the age of many of the traditions. On the other hand, there can 
be no doubt that behind one series of traditions about Moses lie very 
real claims made by certain institutions and groups, rivalries and I $ 

questions of competency, which were very much alive at certain times 
and places.3 But who were the people who, if their traditions told stories 
about Moses, went on to take up the cudgels for themselves and their 
office? They were probably the groups which drew the first determina¬ 
tive lines in the picture of Moses, because for certain groups-could it 
have been the priesthood?-the picture quite early became a norm, 
though of course it was one which was itself in turn modified in the 
understanding of later generations and in their problems. 

The only place where the situation is relatively clear is in connexion 
with the rebellion of the Korahites (Num.xvi.7i»-il,P).^ The matter 
in question is a rather late attempt on the part of a Levitical group to 
deny the exceptional cultic position of the Zadokites. Is Aaron really 
the only one who may “come near to Jahweh”? But the passage rests 
on an older tradition-it is probably therefore only a later contemporis¬ 
ing, by means of which the answer was given to some specific question 
of competency which had arisen amongst the personnel of the Temple 
in Jerusalem. The problem which the older version sets (Num. xvi. 

2 -jay P?) is a much bigger one. Here Korah and 250 of the “laity” 
oppose in principle the cultic position of Moses and Aaron as mediators, 
and advocate a universal priesthood of all the Israelites. Is not everyone 
“holy,” and possessed of a like immediacy to God? It is no longer 
possible to say what the contemporary situation was to which this 
version of the story referred. And what are the backgrounds of the 
obscure story about Nadab and Abihu, who offered “unholy fire,” 
and on that account perished (Lev. x. i-7)? Up to the present day, the 
story of the “golden calf’ had been taken by everyone as directed 
against the bull-worship of Jeroboam I in Bethel and Dan (1 Kings xii. 

25 S.), but this interpretation has been challenged. The disputes which 
gave Num. xi and Xu their present form were quite &rent, for 

3 A priesthood officiated in Dan which derived itself directly from Moses Qg. 

XVIII. 30). 

^ Cf. A. Bentzen, “Priesterscliaft und Laien in der jiidischenGemeindedes5. 
Jahrhunderts," in Archiv furOrietitforscliungyCfOLZ 1930-1, pp. 28o£ 


here it is a matter of defining a relationship to the early prophetic 
movement. Num. xi contains a sort of aetiology of early prophecy— 
it is spirit of Moses’ spirit: it derives its legitimation through Moses 
and is received as one of the institutions of Israel (how alien the ecstatic 
prophets must have appeared to early Israel !).^ But who really is 
“Moses” here? The treatment of this question is still more urgent in 
Num. XII. 6-8, where Moses, “faithful in the whole house of Jahweh,” 
is given a rank superior to every prophet in respect of his reception of 
revelation. While Jahweh makes himself known to other prophets only 
through visions and dreams, he speaks with Moses “mouth to mouth” 
-why, Moses may even “behold the form of Jahweh.” This restriction 
put upon immediate communion with Jahweh could derive from the 
upholding of the prerogatives of certain priestly functions over against 
the prophets’ reception of revelation. But it is clear that we do not here 
reach anything more than sporadic glimpses of certain questions of 
competency. We can no longer look on it as possible to write a history 
of the tradition attaching to Moses, and of where it was at home. 
Not the least of the difficulties in this connexion consists in the fact 
that the figure of Moses is only a secondary accretion in many of the 
traditions.’ At present we must rest content with the general assumption 
that extremely intricate traditional processes lie behind the portrait of 
Moses given in the major sources, processes which can no longer be 
elucidated in detail. Ideas of very diffirent kinds had gradually to be¬ 
come assimilated, and radical tensions between diflferent claims settled, 
before the whole could come to rest in the clear and balanced pictures 
of the source documents. 

With the Jahwist, Moses appears in every event firom the Exodus 
down to the end of the wandering in the wilderness. The process of 
generalisation indicated above has here reached its conclusion. But for 
the narrator, Moses’ fimetion in the various conflicts and crises is not 
really a subject which has any particular theological stress laid upon it. 
At all events, compared with later pictures, it is striking how, vis-^-vis 
Jahweh and his action, Moses retires right into the background. In 
an examination of the narrative strands in J, it is amazing to find how 
really slight is the role which the narrator has assigned to Moses in all 
these manifold events. Jahweh himself effects the miracles-they take 
place without any assistance from Moses.7 Even at the miraculous 

® G. von Rad in Z,AW,, 1933, pp. iisf. • Noth, Pentateuch, pp. lyyff. 

^Ex. vn. 17, 25, vin. 9, 17, ix. 6,18, 33, x. 13, xiv. 2ii, xvi. I3ff.; Num. xi, 18, 31. 
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crossing of the Red Sea, once Moses has intimated what is about to 
happen, he merely looks on with the rest of the Israelites (Ex. Xiv. 

His call was only for the purpose of informing Israel in Egypt 
about Jahweh’s intentions (Ex. m.yf., 16-20), and it was for the same 
end that he was sent to Pharaoh. It would therefore be utterly wrong 
if we were to understand Moses’ call as an appointment to be Israel’s 
leader, for in this source document the leadership of Israel is Jahweh’s 
alone. It would be much nearer the mark, in view of his commission 
to announce what Jahweh was purposing in history, to talk of a kind 
of prophetic commission, for the only purpose even of the miracle 
attributed to Moses himself was to give him standing in the eyes of 
Israel (Ex. iv.l-g). The prophetic style of what Moses says in J-“Go 
to Pharaoh and say: thus hath Jahweh said” (Ex. vii.i6f. [vm. 1 ], 
VIM. 16 [is], IX.13)—is in harmony with this picture. So too, finally 
is the intercession which, according to J, Moses made from time to 
time, for intercession was plainly the prophet’s office par excellence in 
olden times.® What then, in J’s view, was Moses? He was no worker of 
miracles, no founder of a religion, and no military leader. He was an 
inspired shepherd whom Jahweh used to make his will known to 
men.^® 

There is a noticeable difference in the picture of Moses given by the 
Elohist. As compared with J, the account of the call is in itself much 
more weighted in the theological scale because of the Elohist’s en¬ 
deavour to weld together the religion, of the ancestral god with 
Jahwism.^^ But above all, the idea of the office to which Moses was 
called has changed. If in J the commission runs, “Say to the elders, I, 
Jahweh, will bring Israel out” (Ex. iii.i6f., cf. vs. 8), in E it is, “You are 
to bring Israel out” (Ex. in. 10 ,12). This difference expresses a great 
disparity in the ideas involved, for E has pushed Moses much more 
into the foreground as the instrument of God in effecting the deliver¬ 
ance. As was seen long ago, the great importance of the rod which 
Moses was given by God himself is characteristic of this.^® Moses is 
now the miracle-worker, in fact almost to the point of being a magi- 

* Along with Dillmann, Driver, Noth, and others, I regard Ex. xiv. 15-18 as 
belonging to P. Ex. iv. 20^-23 too seems to belong not to J but to E. But there is of 
course no reason for consistently disputing all and every mention of the rod by J. 
Thus for example in Num. xvn. 8-15 [xvi. 43-50] attribution to J is probable. 

® Gen. XX. 7; I Sam. vii. 5, xn. 19, 23 ; n Kings xm. ifT. 

Sellin, MosCf p. 129 . See above, pp. i 79 f. 

J. Wellhauscn, Die Composition des Hexateuch, 2nd edn. Berlin 1889, p. 66 . 


cian: it is through his intervention with Pharaoh and at the Red Sea 
and elsewhere that the history receives its momentum. 13 The J source 
does not seem to have known the rod at all, at any rate not in this 
function by which the miracles were delegated by Jahweh to Moses.^^ 
E further enhanced Moses’ importance by setting Aaron over against 
him. In the account of the “golden calf,” Aaron is practically the 
negative figure of contrast, and so it is too in the striking definition of 
the relationship of the two to each other : Moses is God for Aaron, 
and Aaron the mouth for Moses-Moses is the creative initiator and 
Aaron only the executive speaker (Ex. iv. 16). Now, as it is, it is ex¬ 
tremely probable that this whole source E comes from early prophetic 
circles. If so, it is not at all surprising that on occasion the stories appear 
in the dress of prophetic concepts, and that this source viewed Moses 
as a prophet. It designated him forthrightly as ^’’133 (Deut. xxxiv.io) 
and his sister Miriam as nX*’33 (Ex. xv. 20). But the prophecy which 
Moses represents is of a special type-he is much more the prophet of 
action, taking an active hand in the events, and doing so not only 
through the directions which he gives, but also, and supremely, by 
means of dramatic miracles. Finally, Moses of course excels all prophets 
(Num. xn. yf.). His charisma was so tremendous that a mere portion of 
it, even when it was further distributed over seventy elders, threw the 
recipients out of their normal psychic state and stimulated them to 
ecstasy (Num. xi. 25 fF., E). Intercession, and the element of pleading, 
are present too (Ex. xvni.i9,xxxil.ll-l3; Num. XII. n). But once 
more we find that this trait is magnified, and in fact even pushed to the 
extreme: in order to save Israel, Moses declares that he is ready himself 
to become dvddsfia on their behalf (Ex. xxxn, 32, cf. Rom. ix. 3). 
Now, since Moses on occasion also acts as priest (Ex. xxiv. 6), E’s 


“Ex. IV. 17, DC. 23, X. 13, XIV. 16, xvn. gff. 

“Wellhauscn (Die Composition des Hexateuch, p. 68 ) found the following texts 
instructive and set them side by side: 


J 

And Jahweh brought an east wind over 
the land, that whole day and the whole 
night. When morning came, the east 
wind had brought up the locusts, and 
they settled on the whole country of 
Egypt in a dense swarm as had never 
been before nor ever shall be again (Ex. 
X. 13&, 146). 

O.T.T.—I I 


E 

And Jahweh said to Moses: Stretch out 
your hand over the land of Egypt, that 
the locusts may come up and eat every 
plant in the land, all that the hail has 
left. So Moses stretched forth his rod 
over the land of Egypt, and the locusts 
came up over the whole land of Egypt 
(Ex. X. 12, 134 , 14 ^)- 


I 
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picture of him is perhaps not perfectly uniform. But still, its develop¬ 
ment on the whole represents a decided theological advance 
beyond J. 

Deuteronomy’s is the most rounded portrait of Moses, and probably 
has the most emphatic theological stamp upon it. In it too Moses is 
indeed, he is the chief of the prophets (Dcut. xviii.8), in that 
he is the archetype and norm of all prophets, through whose coming 
Jahweh guaranteed the constant connexion between himself and his 
people. Nevertheless in Deuteronomy this prophetic office of Moses is 
conceived in a very different fashion from what it was in E, for Deuter¬ 
onomy has no mention at all of any influence which Moses brought to 
bear on history by the instrumentality of miracles or the like. And 
further, it is only rarely in Deuteronomy that we find Moses acting as 
the leader who gives strategic orders (Deut. i. 23 , ii.2ofF.,iii.i8), for 
his real office was to pass on to Israel, in the form of a proclaimed word, 
the word of Jahweh which had been addressed to himself. In Deuter¬ 
onomy Jahweh still speaks to Israel through the medium of Moses; 
and this mediating office was simply derived from and given its warrant 
by a “Scriptural proof’ based upon Israel’s refusal on one occasion to 
listen to Jahweh speaking to her directly (Deut. v. 20~6[25““9]). The 
most impressive corroboration of this all-embracing mediating office 
of proclamation is of course the fact that the corpus of Deuteronomy 
is put into the form of words of Moses (and so not of Jahweh) spoken 
to Israel. This radical change in the conception of Moses was doubtless 
caused by the emergence of the prophetic movement. But this con¬ 
centration of all Israefs communion with God upon him now had a 
result which Deuteronomy clearly envisaged-Moses is a suffering 
mediator. Admittedly, this trait in his picture is not completely new. 
An earlier tradition had shown Moses as breaking down “under the 
burden of this whole people” and finding fault with Jahweh because 
of his “wretchedness” (“Did I conceive this people, did I bring them 
forth, so that thou shouldst say to me, ‘carry them in thine arms’?” 
Num. X1.1I-17, JE). But in the earlier narrative complex this was some¬ 
thing incidental, whereas in Deuteronomy the picture of Moses as 
suffering is much more elaborately worked up and furnished with a 
firmer theological basis. After the people had sinned in the matter of 
the golden calf, it is Moses who tries to ward off Jahweh’s anger. He 
lies prostrate before God forty days and forty nights, taking no food or 
drink: his long prayer of intercession is given word for word (Deut. 
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IX. i8fF., 25fF.). The reception of the tables of the covenant also entailed 
a similar strict abstention from food and drink (Dcut. ix.9). Even the 
death of Moses outside the land of promise-an odd fact which later 
ages had to explain theologically-was vicarious for Israel. It is because 
of Israel that Jahweh’s great wrath was directed upon Moses, with the 
result that Jahweh refused to allow him to set foot in the land of 
promise (Deut. 1.37, iv.2if.). But with it all Moses did not find fault 
with Jahweh. Certainly he earnestly entreated that he too might be 
permitted to set foot in the “goodly land,” but Jahweh brusquely 
refused him any further entreaty in the matter (Deut. 111.23-7). This 
Deuteronomic picture of Moses must be connected more or less closely 
with that of Num. xii.3. This verse, which could possibly be a later 
addition to the otherwise extremely old story given in Num. xil.ifF., 
speaks in the strongest terms about Moses’ meekness (mjr, “he was 
meeker than all the children of men”). When we remember that the 
older traditions elaborated on the contrasting emotions in Moses, 
especially his sudden anger (Ex. 11.12, xxxn.19; Num. xi. 11), this 
change to exemplary meekness is surprising indeed. The Prometheus 
element displayed in Num. xi.iofF. is completely effaced in the later 
portrait. In the memory of later ages Moses became the completely 
submissive “servant of God” (Deut. iii. 24 , xxxrv. 5). 

Einally, the Priestly Document’s portrait is again completely 
different from that of Deuteronomy. The two do however have one 
thing in common- i n P as well as in D, Moses is wholly immersed in 
the revelation at Sinai. That revelation is no longer, as it was still for E, 
one event among many others in the Exodus: here it is because of this 
event that Moses is there at all; he is so taken up into it that his activity 
is really always somehow or another connected with it. In P, as a result, 
Moses is to a large extent relieved of the tasks which the older traditions 
(especially E) assigned to him. This tendency is most clearly apparent 
in connexion with the plagues in Egypt, which are not brought about 
by Moses, but by Aaron (Ex. vii. 19-20, vm.if.[5f.],i2f. [i6f.], etc.). 
Admittedly, the divine command in the matter comes to Moses. But 
Moses passes it on to Aaron, and it is Aaron who then engages in the 
trial of strength with the heathen magicians. The rod by which the 
wonders are worked is now Aaron’s rod. 16 The same thing happens 
with the offering of sacrifice which of course in P devolves exclusively 

^®Ex. VII. g, i9»viii.i, 12 Only the final and most grievous of the plagues 

are brought about by Moses (Ex. ix. 8-12) . 
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upon Aaron. Even in the cases of rebellion it is not Moses who acts.^® 
What Moses is for P can no longer be summed up under the generally 
accepted concepts of priest, worker of miracles, prophet, etc. Moses is 
something beyond all this-he is set apart for intercourse with Jahweh 
alone. The picture of Moses ascending into the clouds of Sinai all by 
himself and spending a long time in speech with God (Ex. xxiv. i Sb-i 8 ) 
is characteristic of P’s concept. In proportion as he is taken over on to 
God’s side, he is separated from men. They flee from him as he comes 
back, and he has first to cover the reflexion of God’s glory on his face 
before he can speak to them (Ex. xxxiv. 29fF.). Nevertheless, P too 
regarded Moses as wholly human-indeed this is the source which tells 
of a serious lapse of which Moses was guilty, and because of which 
he was not permitted to set foot in the land of promise. 17 Consequently, 
P’s explanation of the puzzle as to why Moses had been debarred from 
setting foot in Canaan is quite different from Deuteronomy’s. 

VII. The Granting of the Land of Canaan 

In the account of the saving history as it now lies before us in the old 
Credo and related texts, the granting of the land of Canaan was the 
last of the saving acts of Jahweh. Form-critical research has made it 
absolutely certain that the old picture of the history ended here, and 
that it was not extended through the conquest into the period of the 
judges and the kings. 1 Consequently, the major sources in the Hexa- 
teuch also ended with the account of Israel’s settlement in Canaan. If 
Israel said, “Jahweh granted the land of Canaan to us,” the statement 
sounds very simple, and it was certainly taken equally simply in olden 
times. But the account of this saving act in the Hexateuch is anything 
but simple. On closer examination, the picture of the history given 
there consists of very diverse accounts of the event; and the theological 
ideas too-for instance, of Jahweh’s relationship to this land-are so 
varied that it is obvious that the Hexateuch’s picture of the granting 
of the land incorporated many kinds of historical and theological 
traditions which in themselves originate in very different times and 
places. But this is not in the least surprising, for Israel reflected upon this 

Num. XVI. 4, 22, xvn. 10 [xvi. 45], xx. 6. 

Num. xx. 8£, 12, 24, xxvn. i3£ ; Deut. xxxn. 51. The old question, qua in re 
peccaverit M oses, is no longer clearly answered by the text; probably tbe reverence ofa 
later age painted it over. According to Ps. cvi. 32—Moses “spoke rashly.” 

^ See above, pp. i2iff. 


saving act of Jahweh’s in very diverse ways: for so doing there were 
many reasons, and for theology there were also a great many possi¬ 
bilities of reflecting upon this event. Thus, here again our task will be to 
sketch out the main versions and concepts which accumulated around 
this event in the saving history. We shall not try to harmonise them 
with one another, for, in spite of their differences, Israel herself set 
them side by side without any hesitation, or rather, she superimposed 
them upon one another. 

“Then he brought us to this place and gave us this land, a land 
flowing with milk and honey. These words were the end of the old 
Credo (Deut. xxvi. 5—9)* The context of Deut. xxvi. iff. allows it to be 
assumed that this whole confession was to be recited on the occasion 
of the offering of the first-tits, and this implies that the avowal of 
the granting of the land had from the earliest times its place in the cult, 
where thanksgiving for it remained alive in never-ending praise 
down to the latest times. The promise of the land to the patriarchs by the 
God of the ancestors goes back to a still earlier time. It originated in the 
days of the patriarchs before there was an Israel at all, and was amalga¬ 
mated at an early date with what were initially Palestinian, that is, 
Canaanite, cultic legends. But because the Jahwist’s history of the 
patriarchs made systematic use of this promise to them at various points, 
it is this promise which became the distinctive leitmotiv for the whole 
Hexateuch.* It forces the reader to relate the conquest under Joshua to 
the promise to the patriarchs. There can be no doubt that there was also 
a conquest tradition which had escaped this particular theological slant. 
Thus recent investigation suggests that at Gilgal in particular there was 
a conquest festival at which, curiously enough, the crossing of the 
Jordan and the crossing of the Red Sea were celebrated together. The 
individual stories in Josh, ii-ix originally attached aetiologically to 
this sanctuary, and the leitmotiv ofjahweh’s marvellous bringing of Israel 
into Canaan which connects them and which is presupposed by them 
must have been a tradition specially cherished in this form at Gilgal.® 
But even for the early period of Israel it would be the part of wisdom to 
reckon that there were more places than one at which this final element 
in the old confession was fostered. It was kept alive and handed on not 
only at these sanctuaries, but also by unknown singers and, above all, 

* See above, pp. 167ff 

® Alt, K.S., VOL. I, pp. 176ff. ; K. Mohlenbrink, “Die Landnahmesagen des Buches 
Josua,” inZ.AIT., 1938, pp. 239£;H. J. Kraus, “Gilgal,”in Vet. Terf., 1951, pp. i8ifE 
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by itinerant story-tellers, without whose preparatory work the later 
shaping of the Hexateuch is of course quite inconceivable. In spite of 
tlic number of the places in which it was at home, and also in spite of 
tlie different fortunes which overtook the clans and clan groups at 
their settlement, the content of this, our earliest attainable confessional 
statement, is nevertheless comparatively simple and homogeneous, for 
it is throughout a matter of the celebration of a divine act which, from 
the point of view of these early texts, lay within the clear light of 
history. That in the course of a long leading of his people through 
history Jahweh had granted them the land of Canaan-this fact every 
clan and every group of pilgrims assembled at a sanctuary could avow. 
Complications as to the content of this clause in the confession only 
came into being with the rise of a generalising assimilation of the various 
local traditions in the interests of theology.^ 

This theological understanding of the clause certainly started at an 
early time, for no clear memory was retained of the fact that, in reality, 
the entry of the clans was to a large extent accomplished without 
recourse to war, that is, it took place in the course of changing pasture- 
ground/ And even if the way in which events are given in Jg. i. ifF. 
diverges quite considerably from the later and subsequently dominant 
picture given in Josh. Il-X—^the former still regards the entry as a 
sum total of separate enterprises of the clans acting independently of 
one another-nevertheless even here it is already understood as, on the 
whole, a warlike event. But it is inconceivable that from the very 
beginning it was the intention of all the immigrating clans to “drive” 
all “the Canaanites” out of their towns.6 In actual fact, it was only at a 
later stage that the relationships between the immigrants and the 
existing inhabitants of the land became fraught with political tension. 
And when the clans had grown strong, the tension led to occasional 

* Because of the thesis of Noth, who completely denies the occurrence of the 
sources J, E, and P in the Book of Joshua, the literary analysis of this book has again 
become uncertain {UberLStudien, pp. 88, aopff.; Josua (Hb. A.T.), Tiibingen 1938, 
pp. 7 fF.). So until there is further clarification of this question, we do not take the 
picture given in the source documents as our starting point, but confine ourselves to 
drawing upon the older and later literary parts which make it up. On the basis of the 
lists, a participation on the part of P in the picture of the allotting of the territory has 
recently been taken into account again by J. Hempel, in Pauly-Wissowa, vol. xxir. 2 , 
cols. 1957, 1965. 

^ On the entry by way of changing pasture, see Alt, KS., vol. i, pp. i 39 ff.; 
Noth, History, pp. 69ff,i6of. ®Jg. I. 27fF. 


clashes in war. Thus, the subsequent experience of the impossibility of 
peaceful coexistence, and at the same time the idea that Israel possessed 
a just title to the whole land, already mould the oldest traditions. 
Behind them also lies that uncompromising Either-Or of which Israel 
only later became conscious in the Deuteronomic theology as applying 
to every department of life. As far as this theoretic claim of Israel’s 
upon Canaan is concerned, it is to be seen as already in existence at a 
very early period, in the so-called claims of the individual tribes upon 
the land. For the scheme of the boundaries of the clans given in the 
Book of Joshua and the list of the cities which were not captured 
in Jg. I. 16ff. both show that in the period of the Judges there were 
fairly firmly defined, though in the main theoretical, claims made on par¬ 
ticular territories which were still at that time occupied by the Canaan¬ 
ites.’ But we know almost nothing of how the claims came into being, 
that is, of the authorities who issued, arranged and, in cases of conflict, 
interpreted them.® Nevertheless there can be no doubt that the claims 
were thought of as having their origin in Jahweh and his will, since it 
was to Jahweh that this land belonged, and he alone could dispose of it. 

There can be no question that the idea that Canaan was Jahweh’s 
land, “Jahweh’s hereditary possession” (mrT'n^n 3 ), is very ancient, 
and very soon after the entry it certainly became the common property 
of the amphictyonic clans.® In the early period it was an expressly 
sacral idea, in that Israel exactly equated this land of hers with the area 
in which Jahweh could be worshipped. Anyone outside its frontiers 
was “far from the face of Jahweh” (1 Sam. xxvi. 20). To belong to 
Jahweh was equivalent to “having a portion (p*?n) in Jahweh’s land” 
(Josh. XXII. 25). But if Jahweh was the real owner of land, concrete 
conclusions could thereby be drawn for the regulation of matters of 
inheritance between men. In actual fact, the words “the land is mine; 

^ On the “territorial claims” of the clans, see A. Alt. K.S., vol. i, pp. Il 6 , 121,197; 
VOL. II, p. 51 . The way in which these claims draw the northern boundary of the 
clan of Judah (through Philistine country !) right down to the sea, or claim the terri¬ 
tory of the Canaanite city states in the plain of Jezrccl, is particularly striking (Josh. 
XV. g- 17 ; Jg. 1. 27 ). 

® Noth thinks of “Israel’s judge” who might have occupied the office of settling 
territorial disputes among the clans. {Altestamentliche Studien. Friedrich Notscher 
Festschrift, edd. H. Junker and J. Botterweek, Bonn I 950 » pp. i62fF.) 

• Ex. XV. 17 ; I Sam. xxvi. 19; ii Sam. xiv. 16; Jer. ii. 7 , xvi. 1 8 , l . 11; Pss. Lxvm. 10 
[g], LXXIX.1; cf. Josh. xxn. 19. H. Wildbcrgcr, “Israel und sein Land,” in Ev. 2%. 
1956, pp. 404 ff- 
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you are strangers with me and sojourners” (Lev. xxv. 23 ) can be de¬ 
scribed as the theological basis of all legislation concerning land tenure 
in ancient Israel. As well as the heritable ground belonging to the 
family, ancient Israel also knew of common land which could be 
periodically allotted, that is, she knew of the institution of communal 
possession of land. This allotment was a sacral procedure, and took 
place after a fallow year, which had equally a sacral character since it 
was an avowal of the exclusive right of Jahweh to possess the land. 
According to Mic. ii. 5 , the “casting 

(mn^ ^np). What is admittedly a 
spiritualised memory of this old usage is contained in Ps. v 6.^® 


leitmotiv, 

JoshmP 

Alt, K 5 ., VOL. I, pp. 327f. 

^ The only references are Lev. xxv. 23 and Josh. xxn,i9; see G. von Rad,“Vcr- 
heissenes Land und Jahwes Land im Hexateuch,” in Z.D.P.K, 1943 » pp- re¬ 

printed in Ges, Studien, pp. SyfF. The sober picture of the taking over of the land of 
Canaan in the course of an historical act is clearly difFerentiated from the considerable 
body of statements which still understand Israel’s relationship to the earth in a semi- 
mythological way. These derive from the sacral thinking of the Canaanite arable land, 
while the former expresses ancient Jahwism in a much more original way. 

^Mosh. I.2f., II, 15, IX. 24,x. 42,xxv. g, XXI.43, xxra. 5 , 15,xxiv. 13. 


The account of Israel’s entry into Canaan given in the Book of 
Joshua (Josh, i-x) expanded the short and terse confessional or hymnic 
phrases into a large and diversified event which, beginning with the 
story of Rahab (Josh, ii), and ending with the battle at the waters of 
Merom (Josh, xi), is itself divided up into at least eight larger panels, 
each of which describes an event (the reconnaissance of Jericho, the 
crossing of the Jordan, the capture of Jericho, the overthrow of Ai, 
the fraud of the Gibeonites, Joshua’s victory over the coalition of the 
Canaanites, and the battle at the waters of Merom). It is also worth 
V ^ rfetiding, from the point of view of theology, the way in which these 
events are set out. On the one hand, the accounts lay stress, at the high 
points in the events (the crossing of the Jordan and Joshua’s victory in 
ch. x), on the self-sufficient miraculous nature of the events, while on 
the other they employ a definitely sober realism that has room for very 
intricate psychological processes. The description of the way in which 
Israel complacently accepts at its face value the glorification of Jahweh 
on the lips of the Gibeonites, and the stupidity with which she let her¬ 
self be imposed upon and taken in by this ridiculous swindle, contains 
a forthright comic element, as well as a considerable measure of self¬ 
mockery (Josh. IX). Thus, these stories are not to be regarded in any 
sense as early miracle stories, for they were only shaped in an age when 
Israel’s descriptive realism had already developed its most amazing 
possibilities, and this means the early period of the monarchy.^® 

The manifest intention and purpose of this element in the narrative 
is to picture the entry of “this whole people” into Palestine (Josh. i. 2). 
Thus, “all Israel” (Josh. iii. i, 7 , etc.) marched into the land under 
Joshua’s leadership as a mighty phalanx. But, as was noticed long ago, 
this conception of the course of events does not tally with the one given 
in Jg. I. iffi, for, according to this latter version of J’s, the clans took 
possession of their land each for itself and by their own separate efforts. 
What is more, the picture in Josh, ii-ix itself, when more closely 
examined, is far from yielding what its narrator intends it to do, for 
the way which leads from Jericho to about Aijalon traverses very little 
more than the territory of a single clan, Benjamin. Thus, the old 
narrative complex comprised by Josh, ii-m turns out to have been 
originally a Benjaminite tradition about the conquest, to which an 
isolated recollection of Ephraim’s has been attached (Josh, x), and there 
follows rather abruptly upon it, in ch. xi, an equally isolated Galilean 

See above, p. 54. 
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tradition.^* Thus there is a clear tension between the account actually 
given in the narrative and the intention of the narrator, whose aim 
was, with the help of this material, to describe the conquest of the land 
by all Israel, and who, in so doing, asked too much of it. In the end this 
conception was most succinctly given in the narrator’s words that 
under Joshua Israel took possession of the whole land “at one time” 
pnKDrB Josh. X. 42 ). This was the rounding off of the construction 
of that magnificent picture made by later Israel of Jahweh’s final saving 
act. Beyond it no further unification was really any longer possible. 
But our final comment on it should not be that it is obviously an “un- 
historical” picture, because what is in question here is a picture fashioned 
throughout by faith. Unlike any ordinary historical document, it does 
not have its centre in itself; it is intended to tell the beholder about 
Jahweh, that is, how Jahweh led his people and got himself glory. In 
Jahweh’s eyes Israel is always a unity: his control of history was no 
improvisation made up of disconnected events : in the saving history he 
always deals with all Israel. This, picture makes a formidable claim, and 
actually in the subsequent period it proved to have incalculable power 
to stamp affairs. How this came about is quite interesting. Israel made a 
picture of Jahweh’s control of history on his people’s behalf whose 
magnificence far surpasses anything that older and more realistic 
accounts offered. Faith had so mastered the material that the history 
could be seen from within, from the angle of faith. What supports and 
shapes this late picture of Israel’s taking possession of the land is a 
mighty zeal for and glorification of the acts of Jahweh.^® 

The story of the entry into the promised land and its conquest is 
followed by an account of the allotment of portions of it to the indi¬ 
vidual clans (Josh, xni-xxi). Once again, the material used to elucidate 
what happened furnishes us with curiously contradictory information. 
In the main it consists on the one hand of descriptions of boundaries 
(Judah, Benjamin, Machir, and Ephraim), and on the other of lists of 
places (Judah, Beirfamin, Simeon, and Dan). While the former formed 
part of a scheme of clan boundaries which reflects the conditions obtain- 

See Alt, K.S., vol . i, pp. 1 6 7 f f .; M. Noth, Josua, Tubingen 193 8 , pp. 11£ 

In these circumstances the question whether the attitude of the Canaanites was 
also a cause of their being driven out can only be put marginally. Josh. XI. 2 0 (“Jahweh 
hardened their hearts”) has a comparatively ancient ring. In contrast Gen. xv. 16 or 
Lev, xvin. 24ff. make considerably greater concessions to the desire for rational 
understanding. 


ing even before the formation of the state, the list of places reproduces 
the position achieved by the kingdom of Judah as the result of her 
northward expansion in the time of King Josiahd® We have of course 
to reckon with the fact that the combiner of these sources lacked the 
material which would have enabled him to give an account of the 
allotment of the land by Joshua, and that he had to rely on what 
sources were still available. Nevertheless, it would be wrong to charge 
him with breaking the most elementary rules of historiography, just 
because he used late as well as early texts to give an account of the 
entry into Canaan. The man who incorporated these partially late 
lists into his history was certainly no historian in the modem sense of 
the term. Nevertheless, the way in which he uses his sources is not for 
all that as naive as it appears to be. The question is rather whether our 
historical positivism is able to do justice to such accounts. As we have 
already seen above, Jahweh’s historical action with Israel is a unity. 
He acted on her after the entry as well as before it, and therefore a man 
living in, let us say, the time of the exile, could without more ado 
theologically co-ordinate written evidence from the period of Josiah 
with very much older sources —^for him former and latter alike were 
documents belonging to Jahweh’s one and the same will to control 
history. And, for the very reason that he incorporated documents 
nearly contemporary with himself, his account was given reality for 
his own time. 

When Israel spoke of the granting of the land of Canaan, what she 
said was far from being merely the recollection of a great past-it was 
rather an avowal of Jahweh which every age had to reformulate in its 
own way. Once again there is a special clarity and impressiveness in the 
theological conception of the Deuteronomist, who, as editor, welded 
together these to some extent highly dissimilar elements in the Book of 
Joshua.^’ He it was who developed to its highest point the idea, for 
which the way had already been prepared, that the conquest had been 
effected by war. “One of you chased a thousand” (Josh. xxm. 10).^® 
He it is too who made the boundaries of the promised land extend far 
beyond the area indicated by the lists-he makes it reach from the belt 
of the steppe land in the south and east as far as Lebanon and the 

i®Alt,K5.,V0L.I,pp. I93ff- ; vol. ii, pp.276ff. 

The Deuteronomistic additions which are of greatest theological importance are 
Josh. I. 1-18, XXI. 43-xxn. 6, xxm. 1--16. 

Cf. Josh. I. 5» m. 3 , 10, xxm. 3 . 
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Euphrates (Josh. i. 4 , xii. i). And, fmally, it is he who speaks of the 
goodness and fruitfulness of this land as if it were a paradise.^® In this 
act of possessing the land Jahweh had finally “given Israel rest.” This 
term “rest” occurs several times-we are clearly meant to understand 
it as the Deuteronomistic formula which expresses the greatest, the 
ultimate gift which Jahweh bestowed upon Israel in granting the land. 
By this gift Jahweh redeemed his promises in full.®® In this respect. 
Josh. XXI. 43-5 occupies a key position theologically for the rounding 
off of the Hexateuch generally: “And Jahweh gave the Israelites the 
whole land, as he had sworn to their fathers. They took possession of it 
and settled in it, and Jahweh gave them rest on every side, just as he 
had sworn to their fathers : and not one of all their enemies withstood 
them, but Jahweh gave all their enemies into their hand. Not one of all 
the good words which Jahweh had spoken to the house of Israel failed: 
all came to pass.^^ Here the Deuteronomist is engaged in a very compre¬ 
hensive reflexion on the relationship between promise and fulfilment. 
From the standpoint of what has been achieved, he looks back once 
again at all Jahweh’s “good words,” and examines them-he almost 
weighs them up-in the light of visible present fulfilment. The result 
is that not one of the promises “failed”: they were all fulfilled in 
history. Jahweh’s great plan in history for Israel achieved its goal, and 
this is what the whole of the Hexateuch wants to say.®^ In consequence, 
any new impulse in the saving history could only begin from Jahweh’s 
addressing Israel anew-but at this stage such a new impulse lies 
beyond the horizon. However, in this great conclusion to which 
Deuteronomy comes, an undertone of warning is clearly to be dis¬ 
cerned; it is the same with Jahweh’s threats as with his promises-in 
the case of disobedience the former too would be fulfilled (Josh. xxm. 
11&). The anxiety here echoed was occasioned by the fiict that the 
Deuteronomist sees-this again is something peculiar to himselfi—a 
very close coimexioii between the granting of the land and the revela¬ 
tion of the commandments at Sinai.®® In Josh. xxi. 43-5 and xxm. 14 
the Hexateuch was given its final and most comprehensive interpreta¬ 
tion. But, as far as Israel was concerned, this was very fer from being 
the last word to be spoken about Jahweh’s granting of-the land. Con- 

Josh. V.6, xxm. 1 3,15. For what Deuteronomy says about the promised land 
see above, p. 224. 

®® Josh. I. 13 , I 5 » XI* 23 , XXI. 44 , xxn. 4 , Xxm. 1. 

Cf. also Josh. xxm. 14 . ** Josh. i. Tff., xxn. 5, xxm. 6 and frcqucndy. 
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fession of Jahweh as the giver of the land of Canaan was taken up by 
the prophets, and, especially by Deutero-Isaiah, was once again made 
quite freshly relevant for preaching.23 

A peculiarity of the later prophets is the strangely emphatic designation of the 
land as ’’US, “glory” (Ezek. xx. 6, I5t “most glorious”; Dan. vm. 9, xi. 16, 41, 45, 
“glorious”), it is even called “the highest glory of the nations” (Jer. m. 19. R.S.V., 
“most beauteous of all nations”). 







Chapter C 


ISRAEL'S ANOINTED 

I. METHODOLOGICAL PRECO N SI D ERATIO N .5 

T he course of our work so far has been founded on the judg¬ 
ment that the Hcxatcuch is Israel’s developed confession which 
at an early time had already attained fixed form as to basic stme- 
ture and the sequence of the statements which it makes. What we 
had to do was thus predetermined from the outset: it was to show how 
from time to time layer upon layer was imposed upon the originally 
very simple statements in this confession; for at any given time each 
age had the task of expressing these in their appropriate theological 
form and making them its own. But Jahweh had further dealings with 
Israel: the history of the people of God now settled in Canaan had also 
become history with Jahweh, with various data which Jahwism con¬ 
sidered to be extremely important and which it carefully recorded. 
But, weighty as these data were, they did not lead to the formation or 
the expansion of a confession. That Jahweh had led Israel out of Egypt 
was a part of Israel’s confession at all times. But that he had guaranteed 
the continuance of the throne of David (to mention right away the most 
important of these “post-canonical” data) was never taken up into 
the series of these confessional statements. This in no way gainsays the 
event’s importance. It only means that it occurred outwith the frame¬ 
work of the saving history proper which had already become canonical 
at an early time. Even the later Deuteronomist is still clearly aware that 
with Joshua an important epoch of Jahweh’s saving action with Israel 
was brought to its conclusion. Eor the generation after Joshua, “Jah- 
weh’s work” with Israel-notice the singular-begins to be past history 
(Josh. XXIV. 3 i;Jg. Ml. 7 ). Now, there is a finding of literary and 
traditio-historical criticism which bears out this fact, and marks a clear 
difference from what is found in the Hexateuch. Erom now on we no 
longer encounter enormous accumulations of traditions such as those 
in the Sinai pericope. The account is no longer tied to the sequence of 
particular confessional themes which every age had to make its own, 
but is built up, as far as the history of tradition goes, in a quite different 
way. Nor does the account any longer work with material deriving 
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chiefly from the cult, but more and more with h 
and, in fact, with real historiography. Admittedly, we shall as before 
meet with redactions and the welding together of traditions from 
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the Davidic dynasty is, after the Hexateuch, the next great focal point 
of tradition. It is in the light of it that the Deuteronomist writes Israel’s 
history after the conquest, and from it the historical line runs down to 
the great disasters of 722 and 586 . Thus we must begin by stating the 
theological conception held of the dynasty. In so doing, we are, as 
before, brought up against the fact that Israel adopted very varied 
attitudes to this datum. We shall therefore first of all attempt to compre¬ 
hend this agglomeration of traditions from within, that is, in the light 
of their oldest parts, and thence we shall proceed backwards and for¬ 
wards along the road corresponding to the process of the growth of 
the tradition. It is only in the late Deuteronomistic sketch of the history 
that theological reflexion reached so far back into the past as to co¬ 
ordinate even the whole of the period of the Judges with the monarchy. 
(We must therefore leave the discussion of this rather complicated 
conception of the theology of the history of the period of the Judges 
until later.) Theologically too, however, the Deuteronomistic history 
advances to make very radical judgments, inasmuch as it included in 
its review the failure of the anointed in Israel and Judah: in fact, it 
regarded Israel’s whole history with Jahweh, as far as its anointed was 
concerned, as ending in catastrophe. 

2 . THE COVENANT WITH DAVID IN THB HISTORY 

The Davidic dynasty came into being in the clear light of history: 
unlike the Babylonian dynasty then, it did not “come down at the 
beginning from heaven/'^ In this respect no mythic dignity of any 
kind attaches to it. The historical texts allow the decisive political 
phases which led finally to David’s elevation to the throne over all 
Israel to be clearly seen. The historical work which gives us the account 
of David’s rise to power (iSam. XVI.I 4 “II Sam. v. 12) sets before us 
with very matter-of-fact realism the tortuous path trodden by this 
erstwhile warrior in the service first of Saul and then of the Philistines, 
until he attained to the dignity of king over all Israel; and in this picture 
later theological interpretations ma& no radical alteration. Of course, 
the Deuteronomic history works with a picture already idealised, and 
the Chronicler, in order not to mar the spotlessness of his picture of 
David, no longer took the risk of incorporating the fairly murky pre- 

^ ‘“When the monarchy came down from heaven, the monarchy was (first) in 
Eridu . .the beginning of the list of the primeval Babylonian kings. A.O .T., 
p.147; A.N.E.T., p. 265 . 
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history of the Davidic kingdom into his work. He therefore starts with 
the election of David as king over all Israel (1 Chron. xi.ifE). This 
honorific touching-up certainly struck out what was a basic element in 
the picture of Jahweh’s anointed: the old portraits show (and, one 
might almost think, were keen to show) the anointed in all the frailty 
of his human nature, and on occasion even portray him in extremely 
scandalous situations. There is no possibility of regarding him as an in¬ 
carnation of the deity, as, say, the Egyptian mythology of the king does ! 

The above-mentioned history of David’s first beginnings now con¬ 
tains three mutually exclusive stories, all aiming at telling of the 
occasion on which David emerges for the first time from his childhood 
obscurity into a certain limelight of publicity. All three are aware of 
the high sacral dignity which was later to come to this lad-indeed, 
it is only this dignity which raised the question of David’s first begin¬ 
nings at all. One of the accounts-David coming to the court of Saul 
as a harpist (iSam. xvi.l4ff.) — ^is, taken by itself, a story without any 
particular religious point. The second brings the youthful David into 
the camp, where he then admittedly speaks to great effect and accom¬ 
plishes a great deed (iSam. xvii.iffi). Only the third account, which is 
certainly the latest, and puts the date of David’s election and anointing 
back to a moment in his early youth, records a religious call (1 Sam. XVI. 
iff.). In this story we are already listening to a late interpretation, one 
which introduces the Davidic dynasty into a set of concepts which 
was originally alien to it, namely the antecedent designation of Jah¬ 
weh’s elected by a prophet. Historically, the pious story is therefore in 
error. But on the other hand, it is the one which most strongly empha¬ 
sises the element of the completely unexpected and incomprehensible 
in this new action of God, since the strangeness of this act of Jahweh’s 
choice went beyond what the charismatically inspired Samuel could 
grasp. No more than the other stories does it gloss over the fact that 
the further road of the anointed one by no means led directly to his 
sacral office : on the contrary, David initially gets entangled in secular 

(Sam.. (n S a m .3), V . 

Israel.”^ 

^Alt, KS., voL.n, pp. 41ff. ; M. Noth, “Gott, Konig, Volk im Altcn Testament,” 
in Z. Th. K., i950» pp. particularly pp. i65f. 
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The great new thing, the endorsement and guarantee of this throne 
by Jahweh, did not take place until later “when David dwelt in his 
palace (in Jerusalem)” (11 Sam. vii.i), with the so-called prophecy of 
Nathan. As it is set out in the account, this event is connected with 
David’s plan, which Jahweh rejected, of building a temple. The narra¬ 
tive unit is therefore dominated by the motifs “thou art not to build me 
a house, but I will build a house for thee. Nevertheless the text of the 
Nathan prophecy shows that it too is a collection of different concep¬ 
tions.^ In the oldest of these, whi c]h 7 ,1 ifc^and still be 
16, Jahweh’s promise is directed to David only; but in a later one, all 
the interest is diverted to David’s posterity. Thus, behind this latter 
tradition there obviously already lies a later age’s concern to extend the 
content of the Nathan prophecy to include “those who will come forth 
from thy loins.” A different idea again is found in vss. 22 - 4 , which 
transfer the great promise from the wearer of the crown to the whole 
of the people of God. The content of the prophecy which was handed 
on in this way —^it was later called the HI"! ‘'HOn (Ps. XXI. 8 [?]> Lxxxix. 

25 , 29, 34 [24, 28 , 33]; Is. LV. 3)—consisted in Jahweh’s promise to 
“build a house for David,” to establish his authority as king, and to 
offer him a father-son relationship : Jahweh will be father to the 
anointed, and the latter is to be a son to him. Thus in its original form 
the Nathan prophecy is something like a torso and nothing more.® 

What we have before us is a later and very much expanded account, 
which cannot have reached its earliest version before the time of 
Solomon, although fragments of formulations of the oldest prophecy 
were incorporated into it. 

Compared with the Nathan prophecy the “Last Words of David” 

(11 Sam. XXIII. ifF.) give the impression of being much more ancient 

® J. Wellhausen, Die Composition des Hexateuch, p. 257. 

^ We follow the literary analysis given by L. Rost, Thronnachfolge, pp. 47ff. For the 
text cf. also Van den Bussche, “Le text de la prophetie de Nathan sur la dynasde 
Davidique,” in Analecta Lovaniensia Biblica et Orientalia, Ser. n, Fasc. 7, 1948. New 
material on stylistic connexions with formulae in the Egyptian courtly style is given 
by S. Herrmann, “Die Konigsnovelle in Agypten und Israel,” in Wissens^, Zeitsch* 

Karl Marx Universitdt Leipzig; GescUschafts- und sprachwisscnsch. Reihe, in(i 953 - 4 )f 
pp. 33ff* 

^ An extensive elaboration of its contents on the basis of n Sam. vn is contained in 
Ps. LXXXIX, which admittedly is as a whole of later date—cf. the subordination of the 
Davidic dynasty to the law of Sinai in vs. 3 i with p. 345 —^but yet contains very ancient 
traditions (in particular in vss. 20-30). 
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both in style and content. They too mention an important promise of 
Jahweh to David, and in so doing suggest a set of ideas which we were 
really already expecting in 11 Sam. vii—Jahweh made an everlasting 
covenant with David. In actual fact, for Hebrew cate¬ 

gories of thought this is the one appropriate term, for the matter in 
question is after all a beneficial arrangement which established for all 
time to come a new status for the relationship of the two partners to 
one another. Ps. cxxxii, which is important in this comiexion, says 
see tflie k^eVtog when it speaks of an oath of Jahweh (vs. 11). The de¬ 
cisive new thing in this relationship set up by Jahweh was, without any 
doubt, the adoption of the wearer of the crown as son. From it flowed 
consequences whose implications only became apparent in later times, 
and these will have to be dealt with later on.® Jahweh “had prepared a 
lamp for his anointed” (Ps. cxxxn.17)— this divine promise was to 
engage the attention of even a far-off posterity .7 In this way then, as 
was already in parvo hinted at in the complex arrangement of 11 Sam. 
vn, the Nathan prophecy became highly creative in the tradition; for 
this promise of Jahweh was never forgotten, but in the ages following it 
was constantly interpreted anew and made relevant to the present. In 
it also lie the historical origin and legitimation of all messianic ex- 
pectation&a 

But once again, it is characteristic that this Nathan prophecy is not 
transmitted by itself and for its own sake, as, say, the religious expression 
of a freshly understood relationship between Cod and man. Interest 
attaches to it as a completely newly-emergent coefficient in the history 
which Jahweh willed.. Literary analysis certainly -makes likely the 
assumption that ii Sam. vn once existed by itself as an -independent 
story. However, this cannot have been the case for long, for the story 
was then at a very early period-could it have been the time of Solo- 
man?-taken up and incorporated in the great Succession Document 
as one of its most important component parts. Thus the event of the 
covenant with David was at once set in a wide historical context. 
Certainly, this then brought about a considerable shift in the point of 
view, in that the interest of the account now no longer attaches solely 

® see below, pp. 343 flf., 35 of. 

’ For the importance of this promise in the Deuteronomistic history see below, 

P- 341. 

® Alt, K. 5 ., VOL. II, pp. 63f.; L. Rost, “Sinaibund und Davidsbund,” in Th. Lx., 
I947» pp. 
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to the historical facts as such, but to the question of their effects and 
how they worked out in a chain of serious internal political struggles. 
As a result, the task which confronts us is to take this Succession Docu¬ 
ment, which artistically, culturally, and theologically as well, is of so 
great importance, and to understand it aright in its basic features,® 

Unlike the great literary works which have concerned us up to now, 
and which are well known to be compilations of a large number of 
originally independent traditions, this work (a few literary interpola¬ 
tions apart) is a unity from beginning to end. Thus, even from a literary 
viewpoint we are dealing with an account of exceptional quality and 
title. Its almost entirely flawless literary unity leads us to expect from 
the start a much greater spiritual and theological unity than could have 
been the case with those literary compositions whose component parts 
each had already their own specific stamp. In actual fact, the key-note of 
the Succession Document is one single great tension. It begins with a 
discordant note, by stating that the queen is barren (ii Sam. VI. 23), and 
immediately follows this with the Nathan prophecy. This gives the 
theme and creates the tension-in these circumstances how will Jahweh 
make good his promise “to build a house for David”? Here too the 
old fabled motif of the barrenness of the one called to motherhood is 
the “moving impulse.” This tension holds the reader in suspense until 
the last act, when the problem becomes fraught with the highest 
degree of drama. “Who is to sit upon the throne of our lord the king 
and rule after him?” (i Kings 1. 20 , 27 ). The complex of events em¬ 
bedded between this beginning and end, namely the accession of 
Solomon, is extremely diversified, and in its picture of the political 
and human problems it is almost over-comprehensive; but it keeps 
giving dark hints at the main problem-Ammon, David’s eldest son, 
falls victim to his own licentiousness, and Absalom to his own ambi¬ 
tious schernings. The possibility-still open to discussion-that a 
descendant of Saul might be the successor of David, is also ruled out. 
At last the late-born Solomon comes into view. His older stepbrother 
Adonijah would perhaps have had the better title in law to claim the 
throne, but at the last moment Nathan and Bathsheba succeed in en¬ 
forcing Solomon’s accession. Solomon thereafter removed his rival 
Adonijah. 

• For what follows see L. Rost, Thronnachfolge; G. von Rad, *‘Dcr Anfang dcr 
Geschichtsschreibimg im altcn Israel,” in ArchivJtir KukurgeschidUe^ 1944 , pp. if, re¬ 
printed in Ge^. 5m A'ew. pp. 148ff. 
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What chiefly intrigues the theologian who reads this history is the 
thoroughgoing worldliness of the picture. With consummate artistry 
the writer has arranged the complicated course of events into a series 
of scenes, each one of which is a masterpiece of realistic portrayal. 
There can be no doubt that his intention was to make the reader an fait 
with the political intricacies of the new kingdom, and especially with 
the problems which beset the “house of David,” the dynasty which 
had only just begun. If this realistic interest in political and constitu¬ 
tional problems was something absolutely new in Israel’s literature, the 
same holds true in the same degree for the possibilities of describing 
men and women which this writer had at his disposal. Character is 
really portrayed here. In the centre of it all stands David, a man with 
strong inner antagonisms. As a statesman he was a far-sighted genius, 
but as a man he was driven by many a passion, to which he could so 
far succumb as to commit crime: and yet he was always capable of 
generous impulses, and had a genuine dignity in misfortune. As he 
grew old he had to experience the fading of his splendour and the trans¬ 
ference of favour and popularity to his sons. To these sons he was 
attached to the extent of weakness and guilt, and this brought his 
throne to the brink of min. But the other figures too, the princes, the 
military leaders, the women, and the people from the populace, have 
each their own well-defined features. This undemonstrative and yet 
very penetrating artistry in psychological portrayal goes far beyond the 
possibilities of depicting human nature which were open to the older 
narratives. Here too once again the utter candour of this historian’s 
openness to the world stands up to the test, for the people whom he 
portrays are certainly anything but “religious characters.” He allows 
the thoughtful reader to see the whole range of love and hate, intrigue, 
ambition, humiliations, cunning, and tests of loyalty, without casting 
blame on what is dark or praising what is light. The freedom which 
this historian reserved to himself in his treatment of the king is some¬ 
thing unique in the ancient East. On the other hand, he has no intention 
whatsoever of serving up to the reader the sensational, or even tittle- 
tattle. An air of austere nobility broods over the whole work. 10 Of 
course, this scmpulous refraining from any direct judgment as he de¬ 
scribes extremely moving events, and this imperturbable acceptance of 

What has been said of the way in which Thucydides writes history holds tme 
for him as well: “we have to reckon with a nobility of which it is not easy for us to 
form an idea.” K . Reinhardt, Von Werken und Fomen, Godesberg 1948, p. 259. 
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things as they were, moves the reader to ask all the more insistently 
what the historian’s own view was. In actual fact, attentive reading can¬ 
not miss this view, even if it is hidden behind the events. It is no blind 
play of chance that the writer is depicting, but the fulfilment of destinies 
in the strict sense of the word. Sin and suffering pass before the be¬ 
holder’s eyes in quick succession. Any sort of illusion, any temptation 
coming from the side of honours or other satisfactions involves these 
men in guilt in which they are engulfed. So it was with Ammon, with 
Absalom, with Adonijah, with Achitophel, and with Sheba. And 
above all else towers the guilt of the King, especially his guilt towards 
Uriah and his weakness with his sons. Nathan had said that David 
would experience publicly “before all Israel and in face of the sun” 
(11 Sam. XII. 11), the thing he had done to Uriah in secret. Some time 
later, as a political action, Absalom openly and designedly takes pos¬ 
session of his royal father’s harem (nSam. xvi. 22). Here the idea of a 
nemesis, which dominates the whole presentation of this history, 
reaches its culmination in the word of a prophet. God himself acts 
upon the sinner through the justalioniSy which operates in history in 
secret. Even the theologian would do well for a start to bow before 
the sombre splendour of this mundane picture of the history. It posi¬ 
tively has a surface which depicts men who appear to be abandoned to 
themselves and to the baleful sphere of guilt and suffering, of which 
they themselves were the occasion. In this respect also, the end of the 
whole complex, Solomon’s accession to the throne, hardly allows the 
reader to draw breath-too much has been shown him of the dark side 
of life. 

But the historian who depicted the play of the figures on the political 
stage with so few illusions about them is none the less a theologian, 
a theologian even with a very well-defmed idea of God’s relation to 
this history. 11 There are, admittedly, only three places where he speaks 
of God explicitly. But these are of fundamental importance. They are 
11 Sam. XL 27 , xii. 24 , and xvii. 14 . In each case what comes in 
question is only a few words’ which within the extremely secular con- 
The historian E. Meyer was one of the first to recognise the quality and achieve¬ 
ment of this historiography {Geschichte des Altertums,\/oi.u, and edn. Stuttgart 
193 I, pp. 284fF.). Meyer also emphatically stressed its completely secular character: 
“All religious colouring and all thought, of supernatural guidance are utterly ex¬ 
cluded; the course of the world and the nemesis which is consumma ted in the con¬ 
catenation of the events through one’s own guilt are pictured with complete objec¬ 
tivity, just as they appear to the spectator” (p. 285). 
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text have an oddly abrupt effect. Where this least applies is in the story 
ofBathsheba: “but what David had done displeased Jahweh.” The 
words are of course of great importance for the understanding of the 
way in which the story goes on. Next, it is said, in an extremely abrupt 
fashion, of Solomon who came somewhat later: “but Jahweh loved 
him.” The historian has of course involved the reader in nothing less 
than the judgment passed by God upon men. But here, in respect of a 
new-born babe, he speaks of Jahweh^s act of choice, of a divine turning 
towards this child, without making any attempt whatsoever at explana¬ 
tion or substantiation. This phrase, as the reader will recollect, also 
recurs at the end of the history. The third passage is the most impor¬ 
tant: it is from the conclusion of Absalom’s council of war, with the 
magnificent dialogue between Achitophel and Hushai. This is really 
the denouement of the whole matter. The historian again interrupts his 
narrative and points a finger to God : “for Jahweh had so ordained it 
that the good advice of Achitophel might be made vain, in order to 
bring evil upon Absalom.” To understand the passage properly, we 
have to remember a scene which, was described earlier. On his flight 
from Jerusalem David learned that even his trusted counsellor Achito¬ 
phel had gone over to the rebels, and he had prayed, “0 Jahweh, make 
the counsel of Achitophel vain.” Afterwards, at the very place “where 
God was wont to be worshipped” Hushai approached him, to put him¬ 
self at David’s disposal (n Sam. xv. 3if)- He it was, too, who then be¬ 
fooled Absalom and his officers by his skill in speech. Obviously, the 
idea which our historian has of the event is that Jahweh here intervened, 
heard the prayer of his anointed, and averted the danger to his throne. 

This view of history marks the change to a completely new concept 
of Jahweh’s action within it. For the old narrators Jahweh’s control of 
history was principally seen in miracles, in the charisma of a leader, in 
catastrophes, or other signal manifestations of his power: above all it 
was tied to sacral institutions (the holy war, the Ark, etc.). But now the 
whole thing was completely changed. Nowhere is there a miracle, 
and nowhere in the events a sacral point, something like a sacred 
middle-point, from which the great historical impulses issue. The causal 
chain of human events' is closed without a break-nowhere does the 
narrator keep a place open where the divine action can interact with 
the earthly history. And we should look in vain here for a sacred core 
to which the turbulent events are explicitly or implicitly related. The 
sphere in which this history moves is completely secular, and the 
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forces in play derive solely from men who are far from allowing them¬ 
selves to be directed by special religious influences. But the reason why 
the historian no longer had need of all the traditional means of por¬ 
trayal (miracles, etc.) was that his concept of the nature of the divine 
guidance of history was completely different. Jahweh’s control takes 
in all that happens. It does not let itself be seen intermittently in holy 
miracles; it is as good as hidden from the natural eye : but it continu¬ 
ously permeates all departments of life, public and private, religious 
and secular alike. The special field where this control of history operates 
is the human heart, whose impulses and resolves Jahweh in sovereign 
fashion makes subservient to his plan for history.^^ 

The Succession Document is therefore in a very definite sense theo¬ 
logical historiography. It is not a history of guidance in the ordinary 
sense, showing the hand of God directing everything for good, as the 
stories about Joseph, for example, do. Its subject is in fact a much more 
specific one-it deals with the anointed and his throne, and so with 
the messianic problem.^* The Document certainly began with Jah- 
weh’s guarantee of the throne of David. But the continuation of the 
story makes the reader ever more dubious whether the guarantee will 
be made effective, until at long last he whom Jahweh had loved before¬ 
hand does after all mount the throne. Thus, what the historian wanted 
to show was the first operation of the Nathan prophecy. Jahweh kept 
his word; but the way leading to the fulfilm^lLof the promise was a 
totally unexpected one —^the anointed was humiliated in the deepest 
possible manner, and his throne almost fell victim to revolt. This 
historical work was the first word spoken by Israel about Jahweh 
and his anointed in Jerusalem, and it is an absolutely unmytho- 
logical word. The realism with which the anointed is depicted, and the 
secularity out of which he emerges and in which he moves, are without 
parallel in the ancient East.^^ Why, here we find also the anointed who 

This conception of Jahweh’s action in history created a completely new literary 
technique for presenting it: the political connexions are depicted without any break 
and according to their historical causes. The narrator only once draws the curtain 
back and allows the reader for a moment to perceive the divine power at the back 
of what appears in the foreground. Cf. vs. 15 in i Rings xn or vs. 23 in Jg. Ix. 

In this book the word “messianic” is used in the sense it specifically has in the 
Old Testament-with reference to the anointed. 

^^All historiography is predetermined by a cultural common consciousness 
(E. Schwartz, Gesammelte Schriften, yol. i, Berlin 1938 , pp. 4 i£). The account given 
by the Succession Document has the closest connexion with the Enlightenment in 
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suffers! For we must not be blind to the force with which the picture 
of the King, stripped of his insignia, is drawn, and how he leaves his 
palace and his throne, and the Ark as well, until he was sure that 
Jahweh had pleasure in him (11 Sam. xv. lyffi). But these sufFcrings have 
absolutely nothing of the sacral in them. They arc not undergone in 
submission to any ritual or cultic convention. Their utter secularity 
has far more theological weight than the very doubtful references to a 
sacral suffering of the anointed which have been recently adducedT^ 
Nor is any essential change made in the picture if some of the psalms 
of lamentation are claimed as royal psalms, as some present-day writers 
are once again inclined to do. 16 

To understand the oldest concepts of the royal office, we have also 
to draw upon the narrative in 11 Sam. xxiv, which in its spiritual 
features not only gives the impression of being incomparably more 
ancient than the Succession Document, but is so in actual fact. The 
divine world still projects into the world of man in an extremely real 
fashion and is observed immediately in both its beneficial and its bane¬ 
ful consequences. The fact that Jahweh’s anger once again broke out 
against Israel, and that he incited David against his people, is noted at 
the beginning with a matter-of-factness almost of the kind found in 
annals-in just the same way as it is later regarded as self-evident that 
the destroying angel was visible to everyone when it appeared over 
Jerusalem. It is certain that the census which David organised served a 
military purpose; it meant some sort of reform in the army. The 
measure marked an important turning-point, namely the transition from 
the old holy war to the war of tactics. David wanted to have figures 
available in order to be able to make his arrangements. In so doing, 
the King brought serious guilt upon himself: he “acted foolishly,” 
that is, he deliberately broke a sacral regulation.” But afterwards 
David was not punished like the commonalty of his people-his 

the time of Solomon in which, compared with old Israel, a very modem intellec¬ 
tuality made its appearance. This writing is at the same time proof that an Enlighten¬ 
ment does not necessarily take place by way of a diminishing of the religious heritage. 

A. Bentzcn, Messias, Moses redivivus, M enschensohn, Zurich 1948 , Eng. trans. 
King and M essiah, London I955»pp. 2 ofF.; A. R. Johnson, Sacral Kingship, pp. io 4 ff.; 
H. Ringgren in Z.AIF., 1952 , pp. i 39 fF, 

S. Mowinckel, He that Cometh, trans. G. W. Anderson, Oxford 1956, pp. iifF. 

The religious dread of numberings is widespread (Ex. xxx. i if.) : the purification 
{lustratio populi Romani) which, by the command of King Servius Tullius, had to 
follow on a census of the army, is well known, Livy, H istories, i. 44 . 
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favoured position as the anointed of Jahwch is expressed in the fact 
that he is himself allowed to choose his punishment, that is, he is con¬ 
fronted with quite individual decisions. The story obviously starts 
from the presupposition that by this choice of his the King can still 
make things turn out very much for the better or very much for the 
worse. David chooses-for so the passage is to be understood-the 
most severe punishment, pestilence, which was regarded as a visitation 
coming directly from Jahweh.^® For the ancient readers this was utterly 
unexpected, for who in those old days would have chosen a visitation 
that came directly from the deity rather than a calamity brought about 
by men? The story-teller shows us a decision of a highly dramatic 
character. David did what was quite unexpected, but precisely in so 
doing he flung himself through the thick curtain of the divine anger 
directly on God’s heart. 

The story was a isQog ^dyog belonging to Jerusalem, that is, it gave 
the answer to the question how there came to be an altar of Jahweh in 
the previously Canaanite city of the Jebusites. The answer shows that 
this saving appointment was preceded by the anointed’s deep humilia¬ 
tion, but also that by his confidence in Jahweh’s mercy he brought 
about the turn for the better. In our opinion, the story’s strange 
beginning can only be understood in the light of its end: if the final 
upshot of the matter was a wide-reaching and important saving appoint¬ 
ment on the part of Jahweh, then a human offence could not have been 
the releasing factor. If a complex of events resulted in a revelation of 
divine salvation such as this, the moving initiative must have come 
from Jahweh. The Chronicler could no longer endure this great theo¬ 
logical tension : he says “Satan led David astray” (iChron. xxi.i). 

3. THE EMPIRE AND OFFICE OF THE ANOINTED 
IN THE ROYAL PSALMS 

The Succession Document gave a somewhat external picture of David’s 
throne, and how it was first threatened and preserved in the field of 
history. But the Old Testament contains documents that afford a 
glimpse into the inner circle of ideas which were bound up with 
Jahweh’s anointed and his throne, and do so with a fullness and an 
emotion compared with which the pronouncements in the Nathan 

The punishment, which falls upon the people, is to be understood as a “ruler 
punishment”; that is, it falls upon the king by damaging and decimating his property. 
D. Daube, Studies in Biblical Law, Cambridge I947»pp. 161ff. 
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prophecy are almost flat and reserved. These are the royal psalms.^ 
Their SitzimLehen was the court -within the framework of the cere¬ 
monial there were frequent occasions for making official pronounce¬ 
ments about the king, his throne, his empire, or his office, especially 
on the day of his accession itself. The accession consisted in two acts. 
The king was crowned in the sanctuary and, like the Pharaohs, he 
received the royal protocol which, as we know from ancient Egypt, 
contained the actual commission to rule given by the deity, and in 
addition the new king’s throne name-in a word, his legitimation as a 
ruler commissioned by God.^ Thus crowned, he was thereafter con¬ 
ducted to his palace where he ascended his throne and in a more or less 
threatening way announced urhi et orhi the start of his rule. Psalm nfor 
example has its place here —the anointed reports the commission to 
rule given him in the sanctuary and thereupon directs an ultimatum to 
the nations. Then, after the coronation was over-though this 
is a feature which can only be gathered indirectly-messengers 
(the Lxx BiayyEXt!^ovxe(^ speed out into the surrounding 

district with the glad cry, “So and so the son of so and so has become 
king? A king’s accession was the occasion for the utmost rejoicing. 
The people exulted “so that the earth was split by their noise” (1 Kings 
1.40). The king stood at the centre of a magical circle of courtly 
rejoicing which had become conventional. Unquestionably every 
accession, in Jerusalem as elsewhere, was understood as the announce¬ 
ment of a new divine order for the conditions of human life, and even 
of those in nature (Ps. LXxn. 16 ; Is. xi. 6ff.). 

^ We designate as royal psalms those poems which had their functional place in 
ceremonies whose central figure was the king. Basically, there is no doubt about their 
number (Pss. n, xvin, xx, xxi, xlv, LXxn, lxxxdc, ci, CX, cxxxn). The newer 
idea that the greater part of the Psalms have to be understood as royal psalms, the 
most extreme representative of which is H. Birkeland (Die Feinde des Individuums in 
der israelitischen Psalmenliteratur, Oslo 1933), fails to take account of the extensive 
“democratisation” of old stylistic elements in Israel. It is a completely different ques¬ 
tion whether at a much later time the greater number of all the psalms were not 
understood messianically, in that they were ascribed to David. However, we know 
nothing about the reasons which led to so many psalms being understood as Psalms of 
David. 

^ On the royal record (rnS?, I I Kings xi. 12 ), see G. von Rad, “Das judaischeKonigs- 
ritual,” in Th. Lz., 1947 , cols. 213 f., reprinted in Ges, Studien, pp. on the 

throne name see A. M. Honeyman, “The evidence for royal names among the He¬ 
brews,” in Journal of Biblical Literature, 1948, pp. 17 ff. 

^ Cf. Is. m. 7; similarly Is. xl. g; Zcch.ix. g (iiSam. xv. 10 ; ii Kings ix. 13 ). 
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The basic event at an accession was the incorporation of David’s 
descendant into a filial relationship with Jahweh. It follows from the 
formula in Ps. 11.7 that this came about in the form of an act of adop¬ 
tion. Unlike Egypt, where the kiig was physically begotten by the 
deity, Israel never understood the king’s sonship to God mythologi¬ 
cally; instead it took it in the sense of an historical legal act, in virtue 
of which the king was summoned into a quite special relationship 
vis-^-vis Jahweh.^ One of the prerogatives of this relationship appears 
to have been the frequently mentioned privilege of free prayer to the 
divine father (1 Kings iii.5fF.; Pss. 11.8, xx. 5[4],xxi. 3 , 5[2,4]). The 
king could even choose his own punishment (11 Sam. xxiv.12)—^in fact, 
he is really in constant intercourse with Jahweh, for he sits “at his right 
hand” and deliberates with him in all matters of state. But the supreme 
privilege was that of ruling in God’s stead. Once again this is clearest 
in Ps. IT, and in the logical transition there between vs. 7 and vs. 8: 
if the anointed is the son, then he is also the heir; and Jahweh makes 
over the nations to him as a heritage. The Ring on Zion is thus the 
mandatory of Jahweh himself. The boldest conclusion drawn from this 
position is in Ps. cx-the anointed sits as viceroy side by side with 
Jahweh himself: he does not sit upon his own throne, but upon that of 
Jahweh.6 This immediately involves the further consequence : in what 
the royal psalms say, the empire of the anointed is the world. “He rules 
from sea to sea, from the Euphrates to the ends of the earth, all the 
nations do homage to him, all the nations serve him” (Ps. Lxxil. 8, n). 

But this very circumscribed set of ideas puts some difficulties in the 
way of our understanding it. Recent investigation has shown the amaz¬ 
ing extent to which, both for the language and for the ideas of these 

^ II Sam. vn. 14; Ps. lxxxix. 27f. [26f.] ; with the text emended (see B.H.) many also 
adduce Ps. cx. 3. The idea of the king as the son of a god is widespread in the ancient 
East. But more recent researches (particularly H. Frankfort, Kingship and the Go<fc, 
C hicago 1948, and C. J. Gadd, Ideas of Divine Rule i n the A ncient East, London 1948) 
have brought out a considerable difference between the Egyptian and the Mesopo¬ 
tamian conceptions. The consistent mythological divine sonship is known only to the 
Egyptians: with them Pharaoh is god incarnate, because the god Amon begot him 
on the queen mother. In contrast, in Babylon and Assyria the king was understood 
as the servant chosen by the gods to bear rule. 

® The idea that the king sits on the throne of Jahweh and bears rule in the kingdom 
of Jahweh is much more strongly emphasised in the Chronicler’s history than in the 
older sources (iChron. xxvin. 5, XXDC, 23 ; n Chron. ix. 8 ). But as compared with the 
older idea there is hardly an objective difference. 
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expressions, Israel was dependent on the courtly style of the kingdoms 
on the Nile and in Mesopotamia.® These royal predicates, when trans¬ 
ferred from the king of a real world-empire to the successors of David 
in Jerusalem, seem to be in sharp contrast to the rather modest political 
realities existing there. Are they extravagances simply to be set down 
to the account of the exuberance and flattery of the court minstrels? 
So to explain it would probably be very much exaggerating the free¬ 
dom which these poets had over against the subjects of their work. 
The ideas about the anointed and his empire lay before the composers 
of the royal psalms in already long-settled form, and did not in any 
way depend upon whether the political situation of the time was 
favourable or not.'^ They are most certainly not to be regarded as 
pious or worldly wishes-a better designation would be prophetic 
exegeses of the Nathan prophecy. At any rate they must in all circum¬ 
stances be understood in their relationship to and dependence upon a 
given fact set by Jahweh, in the light of which they say what they do 
say. They make the promises of the covenant with David, and what it 
guaranteed, relevant for the time being. All this makes it clear that the 
royal psalms tell us much more about the prophetic prototype of Jah- 
weh’s anointed and his empire than about the actual figure he made in 
history-they address to the monarchy a doxa which in their eyes 
Jahweh had attached to it once for all. Now, in this development of the 
Nathan prophecy, which thus made it contemporarily relevant, there 
must be no underestimation of the importance attaching to the adop¬ 
tion of this thought-world and courtly phraseology from outside 
Israel. Just as earlier, in the time of the conquest, Israel had not as yet 
experienced Jahweh as the bestower of the blessings of the fruitful 
land or as the helper in war, and afterwards, to her own surprise, she 
did so experience him, so too it was with the monarchy. To begin with 
early Jahwism had no terms at its command adequate to express what a 
divinely legitimated monarchy meant-the institution was of too recent 
origin. This gap was filled up by the courtly style of the ancient East. 
We should therefore look upon that style as a vessel into which Jahwism 
flowed, and in which it attained to a completely new expression of itself. 

® H. Gressmann, Der Messias, Gdttiiigen 1929, pp. 7 ff. ; H. Gunkel and J. Bcgrich, 
Einleitung in die Psalmen, Hb. A.T., Gottingen 1933, pp. 140^ ; S. Mowinckel, H e that 
Cometh, Oxford 1956, pp. 2lfF. 

^ This did not of course in times of distress prevent Jahweh from being -reproached 
with the incongruity between his promises and the dreary reality. 
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In foreign politics the ojSTice of the anointed was a military one : he 
goes into battle against the foes of his people, battles for which Jahweh 
himself girds him (Ps. xviii. 40 [39]), and with Jahweh’s help he van¬ 
quishes and destroys every enemy. In internal affairs he acts as the 
guardian and guarantor of law and justice. The presupposition of this 
is his own relationship to Jahweh-he knows himself to be completely 
subordinated to Jahweh’s will, he is that is, he is in a right 

relationship with God (ii Sam. xxiii. 3 - 5 ; Pss. Ci. 2 - 4 , xviii. 23 [22]; 
cf. Zech. IX. 9 ). Even where these expressions are found upon the lips 
of the king himself, we ought not to take them too much as referring 
to himself, that is, as expressing what belongs to the king as a private 
individual : rather do they denote function, and by means of them the 
anointed presented himself before Jahweh and men. The same is true 
of the atmosphere of rejoicing which surrounds him. And, in the same 
way, what is said about his “beauty” is stereotyped (iSam. Ix. 2 , x. 23 , 
XVI. 12 ; Ps. XLV. 2).® All these royal predicates were derived from a 
conventional picture of the anointed of Jahweh as both he and his office 
were understood by Israel. This can be seen at once in passages where 
his exemplary action as the guardian of the divine will for justice is 
depicted-he is the guarantor of all who are deprived of their right, the 
surety of the oppressed who but for him would nowhere “find a 
helper”: “their blood-in his sight it is precious” (Ps. LXXii. 12 - 14 , 
XLV. yf.). These are terms which denote perfection, and they also belong 
to the traditional picture of the anointed. He is the divinely com¬ 
missioned guardian of law and justice, to whom are particularly 
commended the poor and those deprived of their rights: indeed he is 
to his subjects the “breath of life” (Lam. iv. 20 ). Just as with his empire, 
the terms used of the anointed’s office transcend the historical realities 
for the Judean king’s jurisdiction in respect of divine law and its ad¬ 
ministration could only have, been slight; For centuries now this law 
had had its legitimate custodians and transmitters (the priests in the 
cultic community, the elders in the local civic community), with the 
result that the monarchy, which was instituted at so much later a date, 
could never have had any vital share in it, let alone that the historical 
successors of David were the ones authorised in chief to maintain and 
enforce this divine justice. But the prophetic prototype of the king 
handed on at the court in Jerusalem covers the same ground as that of 

® K. Grzegorzewski, Elemente vorderorientalischen Hofstils mf kanaanaischemBoden 
(Theol. Diss. Konigsberg 1937), pp. 34^ See above, p. 41* 
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other officials in another respect as well; for the anointed is hailed as 
one who also exercises a priestly function (Ps. cx. 4 ). Here too it does 
not amount to much to gather together the scanty references according 
to which the king on occasion also functioned as priest, since no Judean 
king had a priestly function to exercise in the programmatic and ulti¬ 
mate sense affirmed in Ps. cx. Obviously, during the course of the 
tradition the office of the anointed drew other functions as well into 
itself, and in this process it could appeal to very ancient local traditions 
for its legitimation. Inherent in it was a growing claim to be the one 
office between Jahweh and his people. It is no wonder that for the dis¬ 
charge of such offices the anointed was, on his side too, in need of 
intercession for himself. Nowhere in the Old Testament does inter¬ 
cession unfold itself so richly as in the prayers for the anointed. 9 

One element in this field of thought still requires particular mention 
-the “spirit ofjahweh’’ was with the anointed, that is, he reckons as a 
charismatic person.^® Anyone looking at the Judean monarchy in the 
light of the royal ideology common to the ancient East must feel this 
element to be nothing less than foreign matter, for we seek it in vain 
both in Babylon and Egypt. Here Israel transferred to the concept of 
the king something of her very own and of her oldest tradition; for 
it was just in her’ early period that a special call or authorisation by 
Jahweh was inseparably connected with the bestowal of the spirit of 
Jahweh. Thus Moses and in particular the Judges were charismatic 
persons, and we have already said that the dynasty in the north, in 
Israel, was understood in a wholly charismatic fashion. Strictly speak¬ 
ing, it was inconsistent to apply this concept to one who had come to 
the throne by way of dynastic succession and not therefore by direct 
call. Also, it is not perfectly clear how and where this royal charisma 
could find scope within the area of a Judean king’s office. Thus, com¬ 
pared with the old ideas about the possibilities through which the spirit 
of Jahweh could operate, there is a certain unmistakable curtailment. 
It was only Isaiah who in his prophecy moved the picture of the 
anointed who was coming very definitely in the direction of the charis¬ 
matic (Is. XI. Iff.). 

It was therefore a very magnificent purple robe which the royal 
psalms laid on the shoulders of the young successors of David at their 

® Pss. XX, XXVIII . 8f., Lxi. 7 [6], Lxxn, Lxxxiv. 9 f. [8f.], LxxxDc, cxxxn. F. Hesse, 
Die Fiirhitte im Alien Testament (Diss. Univ. Erlangen 1951), pp. 65fF. 
n Sam. xxiii. 2; i Sam. xvi. 3 . See above, pp. 96f. 
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accession. These extravagant predicates were proclaimed over every 
king. We do not know whether those who did homage to them were 
filled with real confidence, or whether they already had their doubts 
and were asking, “Art thou he who is to come, or are we to wait for 
another?” 

4 . SAUL 

While from the very beginning the Davidic dynasty exercised the 
strongest possible influence on the creation of literature and tradition, 
that of Saul remained almost completely barren. This finds only partial 
explanation in the lack of cultural attainment of the time. No doubt, 
the style of Saul’s court at Gibeah was incomparably more simple than 
the one which is found only a little later in Jerusalem (i Sam. xx. 25), 
and the latter was also able to present itself intellectually in a much more 
imposing way. But, as we shall see, the reasons for this strange barren¬ 
ness are in the last analysis theological. The traditional material dealing 
with Saul is certainly quite considerable (1 Sam. ix-xxxi). But when we 
look into the sum total of the memoirs in which he is the chief character, 
that is, where something is said about him for his own sake or about 
what took place between him and Jahweh alone, then the amount 
dwindles seriously. There remain the earlier account of his crowning 
(iSam. ix-xl), the complex of stories in chs. xiii-xv, the story of his 
visit to the witch of Endor, and that of his death (1 Sam. xxvm, xxxi). 
As against this, the stories of Saul and David are really stories about 
David-where they occur is in fact in the book which gives the account 
of David’s rise to power. But if we go further and ask what stories there 
are which tell of the Saul with whom Jahweh is present and not of the 
SaTll already in his collapse, there remains absolutely nothing but the 
account of his crowning; for the very next complex (xiii. 2 -Xiv. 46 ) 
shows the approach of that fate which checks the victorious campaign 
only just begun. 1 Thus, at an early time Saul was certainly on every¬ 
one’s lips, and he also soon became a subject of poetry. But to-faith 
his supreme interest was as the anointed who slipped from Jahweh’s 
hand, the one quitting the stage, and yielding to him who was coming; 
that is, Saul as the God-forsaken, driven from one delusion to the other, 
desperate, and in the end swallowed up in miserable darkness. Right 
to the end the stories follow the unhappy king on his way with a deep 

^ The section i Sam. xm. 76-15 is a later interpolation which emphasises the fate 
along the line of what is theologically basic (vs. 14). 
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human sympathy, and unfold a tragedy which in its final act rises to 
solemn grandeur. Actually, Israel never again gave birth to a poetic 
production which in certain of its features has such close affinity with 
the spirit of Greek tragedy. However convinced the story-tellers are 
of Saul’s guilt, still there is at the same time something supra-personal 
in the way in which he became guilty-it is the fate which overtakes 
the one from whom God had turned away. Saul had to act: but in the 
very action he himself brings about his own fate (1 Sam. xiv. 29f.). He 
made his vow and his curse serve the purpose of full victory, and just 
in so doing brought disaster upon his own house-although admittedly 
this was afterwards averted at the last moment by the people’s protest. 
The zeal with which the king tries to bring to light the offence, only 
to discover that his own son was the guilty yet guiltless offender-all 
of this could also have been unfolded in a Greek tragedy (1 Sam. xiv).* 
Of course, Saul was not in the power of a dark destiny, nor had he 
overreached himself in hybris. He was called to be a special tool of the 
will of Jahweh in history, for it was through him that Jahweh wanted 
to give effect to his plan to save Israel (1 Sam. ix. 16 ). On this task he 
came to disaster. This picture of Saul certainly makes it clear that the 
life of the anointed was still subject to other laws than was the life, of 
ordinary human beings, and that it was threatened by the possibility of 
much more dreadful disaster. It is amazing that this truth should be con¬ 
ceived in this way even in the earliest tradition about Saul and did not 
originate in the editing of later theologians. 

As is well known, the complex of stories dealing with the crowning 
of Saul is composed of two accounts, which diverge seriously both in 
the matter of the historical circumstances and in particular in the 
theological understanding of the event itself. In the older version the 
initiative was taken by Jahweh in view of the political distress of his 
people-he directed Samuel to anoint as king Saul, who was visiting 
the man of God while searching for his asses. The charisma which came 
upon him as a result of the anointing was quiescent for some time, but 
came to life during the oppression experienced by the city of Jabesh 
in Gilead; and because the spirit of Jahweh vindicated itself in Saul’s 

* Very much in the spirit of the ancient world, Saul’s sin was seen to consist in 
ofience against sacral orders. According to iSam. xiv. 24ff. Saul incurred guilt 
because of the law of collective responsibility. In the later accounts Saul himself was 
the one who sinned (i Sam. xin. 8ff., xv. 9). On unwitting cultic sins see above, 

pp. 266f. 
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victory over the Ammonites, the militia of Israel thereafter elected 
him king at Gilgal (i Sam. ix. i-x. 16, x. 276 -XL 15 ). in the later 
account the initiative came from the people, to Samuel’s consternation. 
Samuel’s view was endorsed by Jahwch: by making this request the 
people have gravely sinned against Jahweh, but Samuel is to grant the 
request. And so Saul was by lot elected king at Mizpah. Samuel there¬ 
upon laid down his office as judge, but not before once again remon¬ 
strating with the people about the offence which they had committed 
against Jahweh (iSam. viii,x. 17-27^1, xii). There is no doubt that this 
account is a much later one, and it completely lacks the freshness and 
simple piety of the other. There already lies behind it all the weight 
of the unhappy experience which Israel had with its kings. None the 
less, it would be an over-simplification to set this version as one “hostile 
to the monarchy” over against the older which was “friendly to it.” 
Both accounts tell of one and the same thing, but from very different 
aspects. The older lets the reader understand the event wholly in 
the context of Jahweh and his plan—it is concerned with the historical 
unfolding ofjahweh’s saving will. The later, which casts up the account 
of a long experience with kings, views the monarchy as an institution 
which fell victim to the people’s clutches, as a sacrifice to reasons of 
state. For this way of understanding the monarchy, it became the 
standard view that, because of her kings, Israel became “like the 
nations” (i Sam. viii. 5, 20 ) and that she thereby rejected the rule of 
Jahweh (1 Sam. viii. 7 , xii. 12 ). Both accounts think in terms of a 
theocracy. In the older, God wanted to take Israel’s history in hand by 
means of his anointed: in the later, Jahweh resists the surrender of what 
he himself institutes to the autonomous political will of Israel. It was 
hardly the desire of the later recension to cover over or supersede the 
great saving word expressed in i Sam. ix. 16 . But in that advanced age, 
when the balance sheet of the history of the monarchy was already 
settled, and not least when Jahweh himself had spoken his “No” in 
722 and 587 , a theological review of history was bound to take a very 
different point of view in speaking of the origin of the monarchy in 
Israel. When the older account came into being, the dangers and 
temptations to which the monarchy succumbed were still unknown. 
Since it is the later account which put its theological stamp upon the 
fmal form of the whole complex of stories, the portrait of Israel’s first 
anointed has something strangely negative about it; for even the stories 
which show his vain defiance of the anointed who is to come, and in 


327 

particular the story of his tragic end, say in every line that this Saul 
was not the anointed after Jahweh’s own heart. So then, the tradition 
about Saul has no intrinsic independence, for it is never given merely 
for itself: it always has its eye on the one who is to come. Had they 
not had this reference to something lying beyond themselves, the scanty 
traditions concerning Saul would assuredly have vanished without a 
trace. More and more tradition pushed Saul into the role of the anointed 
who came to disaster in the eyes of God. The shadows of the whole 
succeeding history fall so darkly on his portrait, and the “No” contra¬ 
dicting the human desire for a king “like the nations” is so intense 
and at the same time so strongly underpinned theologically, that they 
well-nigh smother Jahweh’s word, “he shall save my people, for I 
have looked upon my people” (iSam. ix. 16 ). At no point did Saul 
create a tradition: nor did he ever, like his greater successor, become a 
type or a standard for the future. On the contrary, he can much more 
readily be described as the type of the anointed who went to pieces in 
the sight of God, whose collapse, in darkness and despair, the story¬ 
teller followed up with deep sympathy. The Chronicler’s history brings 
as its only addition the story about his death (iChron. x), and the 
account of the history in Ps. Lxxviii or the hymn in Ecclesiasticus xlivIF., 
whose subject is the ancestors, wiped him utterly out of the saving 
history. 

5. THE JUDGES 

In the Deuteronomistic historical work, the period of the Judges is set 
in relief against the history which precedes and follows it as an era 
when the emphasis is strongly on saving history. It begins with the 
death of Joshua in Jg. ii. 6fF., and ends with Samuel’s farewell address 
in I Sam. xii (in the same way as the Deuteronomist also solemnly 
rounded off the previous era by means of Joshua’s speech in Josh, 
xxiii).’ This is the first place where we encounter this theology of 
history in all its stark individuality. To it and it alone are we indebted 
for the preservation of a great deal of the older traditional material 
belonging to this period. Of course, this school was not simply moti¬ 
vated by regard for old historical documents, but rather by its design 

^ On I Sam. xn as the end of the Book of Judges see R. Pfeiffer, Introduction to the 
Old Testament, 2nd edn. New York 1948,’ p. 334; M. Noth, Uberl Studien, pp. 5 , 
59f. For the theology of the Book of Judges see M. Buber, Konigtum Gottes, pp. i i ff. ; 
E. Jenni, “Vom Zeugnis des Richterbuches,” in Th. Z., 1956, pp. 257fF, 
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to disclose that divine meaning of the events of the era which had in 
the interval become more clearly discernible. In so doing, it starts from 
the presupposition that the old narrative material already available is 
not in itself able to make sufficiently clear to an unaided reader what 
really took place between Jahweh and Israel; that is, the reader needs 
special theological guidance to enable him to come to an understand¬ 
ing of the sum total of this period in the saving history. How little the 
Deutcronomist believes in reading the old stories without commentary 
is shown by the weighty theological apparatus which he calls in, in 
order to weld the old documentary material together and interpret it. 
Thus the Deuteronomistic Book of Judges gives the impression of great 
disharmony. The old stories, taken by themselves, very directly reflect 
the early period, which was still largely confused: as far as culture and 
the things of the mind go, they take us back to a bygone world and 
have a freshness and originality which can only belong to traditions 
deriving from a nation’s early days. Everything is specific and unique, 
and no one event is like another. In contrast, in the theological frame¬ 
work everything is concentrated reflexion, and reflexion which is 
always enquiring about what is general, typical for the time, and con- 
s tantl y recurring. 

It would of course be a mistake to think that the old stories of the 
charismatic leaders give the facts with little or no reflexion upon them. 
This could only hold true at a pinch for the story of Ehud (Jg. m. 
156-29). In actual fact, they too already give expression to a thoroughly 
distinctive conception of the events of the period; but this communi¬ 
cates itself to the reader indirectly through the course of events itself as 
they are given, while the Deuteronomistic theologian approaches him 
with his reflexions in expansive comments. These old stories originally 
commemorated political acts of deliverance effected by Jahweh through 
charismatic leaders and, at the same time, by means of a numinous 
panic which he caused to break out among the enemy.^ Jahweh it was 
who rose up to protect his people in these holy wars, and the action 
which was decisive was his-the men of Israel “came to help him” 
(Jg. V. 23 ). The story of Gideon’s war against the Midianites pushes this 
idea of the all-sufficiency of Jahweh’s action to the furthest possible 
extreme-Jahweh had given orders to reduce the number of the fight¬ 
ing men, and then he only stationed those left around about the enemy’s 

* The panic of the enemy which Jahweh brought about is depicted iu Jg. vn. » 
cf. Josh. X. lof. ; Jg. IV. 15 a Sam. V. I I, vn. 10 and frequently. 
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camp; within the area in which Jahweh worked his deed they did not 
so much as set foot. The miracle came down from above, as it were 
into a vacuum-so rigorously does the narrator exclude the idea of any 
human co-operation. This is clearly the highly stylised idea of the 
event held by later generations, since in the actual old holy wars there 
is no doubt that the men of Israel too fought fiercely. 8 This glorification 
of Jahweh’s acts of deliverance is not, however, the sole content of the 
stories. Eor-at least in the cases of Gideon, Jephthah, and Samson— 
we have to deal not with single narratives, but with little cells of grouped 
narrative units, so that already something like a history of the charis¬ 
matic leader in question is apparent. These histories (of Gideon, Jeph- 
thah, and Samson, and we may without more ado take in that of Saul 
as well) show an almost typified falling gradient. The call is followed 
immediately by the public proof of the charisma effected by means of a 
victory over the enemy; but then the line curves steeply downwards. 

The one who was a special instrument of Jahweh’s will in history falls 
into sin, degradation, or some other disaster.^ Thus these little narrative 
complexes already have as their background a definite, pessimistic con¬ 
ception of the charismatic leader. But for a moment was he able, in 
virtue of his charisma, to rise above the limitations of his being, only 
then simply to get himself more deeply entangled in deadly chaos. 

Behind these narratives lies, it would seem, the unspoken question, 
where is the one who serves his people as deliverer not merely on one 
occasion alone? 

The old stories make it clear that the influence of each of these 
charismatic leaders was regionally very limited. Ehud was of Benjamin, 

Gideon of Manasseh, Barak of Naphtali, Jephthah of Gilead, and Sam¬ 
son of Dan. Seldom did more than the nearest neighbouring clans join 
the levy which followed their summons to arms. In contrast the Deuter- 

® I described the alteration in ideas about Jahweh’s holy wars in Der hetlige Kfieg 
im alien Israel, 2nd edn., Ziirich 1952. What characterises it is the increasingly radical 
exclusion of any co-operation from the human side (“not with the sword, nor with the 
bow,” Josh. xxrv. 12), and the e of b o all-sufficiency of the divine activ 
and the consequent demand for faith. Things have shifted to such an extent in the 
story of David’s fight with Goliath that the real cuhninating point is no longer the 
miracle but rather David’s address to Israel ( S a i^Kvn. 45-7), the aim of which is 
“that this whole assembly shall know that Jahweh worketh victory not with sword 
and spear.” 

* With Jephthah the victory over the outside enemy is followed by an internecine 
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onomistic theology of history thinks of these men as wielding supreme 
power over all Israel, a power which each is said to have exercised for a 
considerable number of years.® In keeping with this general extension 
of the judge’s territorial jurisdiction there is also a schematisation of the 
chronology. For a time Israel followed the judge; but after his death 
she fell away from Jahweh, and an interregnum ensued, during which 
Jahweh handed his people over to their enemies for punishment. Then, 
when they cried to him in their distress, he once again sent them a 
deliverer, and the cycle began all over again. It is of course a question 
whether, in this theological conception of history in the Book of 
Judges, Israel was not paying a dangerous tribute to the ancient East’s 
cyclical way of thinking.6 Surprise must be felt, too, that while Jahweh 
had worked in a wholly incalculable fashion in the old stories, his 
actions appearing now here and now there, and always in a different 
form, this action is pictured by the Deuteronomist as a rhythm, whose 
conformity with the divine law can be demonstrated. All these hesita¬ 
tions are justified. We have already seen, of course, how this theology 
of history seeks to make clear by means of old documents something 
which the traditional material does not of itself supply. But this does 
not free us from the task of grasping as clearly as possible this theo- 

® The summons of even the old charismatic leaders was certainly directed in prin¬ 
ciple to all Israel, and on that account the narrators quite often speak of “Israel”: 
but the group of clans who thereafter really complied with the levy was neverthe¬ 
less always much smaller (G. von Rad, Der heilige Krieg im alten Israel, pp. 25fF.). 
The older traditions let this be seen clearly, while Deuteronomy from the very 
start takes its stand upon the idea that the judges had the whole of Israel at their 
back. 

® Even the Old Sumerian historical legends know this alternation of times of good 
and times of bad: W. von Soden,in Die Wdt als Geschichte, Stuttgart 1936, p. 452 . 
G. Ostbom has recently once again brought Israel’s conception of history into closer 
connexion with the cyclic thinking common throughout the Orient (G. Ostbom, 
Yahweh's Words and Deeds, Uppsala Universitets Arsskrift, Uppsala and Wiesbaden 
I95i> PP- What is undoubtedly correct here is that in Israelite accounts as well 

ideas constantly crop up which derive from this mythical way of looking at things. 
But there is no reference to the unresolvable tension which does exist between 
Jahweh’s unfettered guidance of history and ideas of any kind of a fixed pattern. 
Furthermore, the question still remains whether one single nexus from a beginning 
to an end entitles us to speak of a cyclic system; again, the references which Ostbom 
adduces are not able to bear the weight which he puts upon them, least of all those 
from Ecclesiastes, which are rather an argument against his thesis, for, as Ecclesiastes 
is unable to think in terms of the saving history, the return to cyclical ideas is per¬ 
fectly consistent (see below, p. 455 )* 
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logical concern of the Deuteronomist’s with history as it is given us."^ 
We must to begin with recognise that the Deuteronomist set him¬ 
self, vis-h-vis the history, an incomparably more ambitious task than 
can be attributed to those narrative complexes which have just been 
mentioned. His concern is the totality of the history of Israel, the 
meaning and the content of a whole era in the eyes of God. So he is at 
pains first and foremost to show the unity in this history. Although 
it appears to split up into a great number of more or less discomiected 
single events, still, in God’s eyes, it is a whole. This is what he implies 
by his curious schematisations and generalisations-it is with the whole 
of the people of God that Jahweh always deals. The Deuteronomist’s 
other desire is to show the serious threat under which Israel stood by 
reason of her own refractoriness and openness to the temptations of the 
nature religions, a thing which Jahweh can only counter by dire 
punishment. He also wishes to show, on the other hand, the infinite 
patience of Jahweh, which is seen in the continual raising up of new 
“saviours.”® Here too the material presented is controlled by a doctrin¬ 
aire schematisation, for that cast-iron alternation of worship of Baal 

^ Unfortunately the question as to the sense in which these deliverers are called 
“judges” is still not satisfactorily explained. The term does not occur in the older 
stories which the Deuteronomist took over: thus it is Deuteronomistic; but in what 
sense? The question why the Deuteronomist came to use just this term and no other 
has to some extent to be distinguished from the other question as to what specific 
meaning is to be attached to it. It is probably to be assumed that the term came to 
the Deuteronomist from somewhere in the tradition or from concepts existing else¬ 
where. But even if the basis were to be found in the tradition about Jephthah, in the 
fact that Jephthah also at the same time stood in the list of the so-called lesser judges 
(Jg. XII. 7). and that because of this the official title now passed over to the warlike 
charismatic leaders as well (M. Noth, VherL Studien, pp. 49,98), the question as to 
the meaning of this now Deuteronomistic title would still remain open. Grether has 
shown that, for the interpretation of the term, only the most natural meaning of 
“judging,” “arbitrating,” “helping someone to get his due,” comes into question, 
and that therefore the once popular meaning of “ruling” is in particular ruled out 
(Z.AIf'’., 1939, pp. iioflf.). But the question is, did the Deuteronomist imagine that 
charismatic leaders were also real judges? In view of the use of the term in i Sam. vm. 
5 f. for example, and of the length of time which the Deuteronomist attributes to 
these men’s periods of office, this possibility is questionable in the extreme. On the 
other hand, only the meaning “to help to get what one is due” can be extracted from 
Jg. m. 10 , for here the judging consists in a warlike act. In that case the judges would 
be men whom Jahweh raised up in order through them to prove to his people his 
justice in history. Cf. also for this idea n Sam. xvm. 19, 3 i ; 1 Sam. xxiv. 16. 

® For the expression ^^72 see Jg. m. g, 15 . 
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and worship ofjahweh between which Israel-be it noted the whole of 
Israel-is said to have moved is absolutely inconceivable historically. 
But by means of it the Dcuteronomist again expresses something that 
has great theological importance: every generation was confronted by 
Jahweh’s whole historical revelation both in judgment and in salvation. 
It was not the case that one generation was subjected only to his wrath 
while the next was solely subjected to his will to save. It was rather that 
each generation experienced the whole Jahweh. 

The Deuteronomistic picture of the Judges is thus a late literary 
reconstruction, for its whole idea of men ruling over all Israel for the 
rest of their lives and being her leaders in war cannot have come into 
being apart from the monarchy, which was of course historically later.® 
Nevertheless, the later kingdom cannot simply be regarded as directly 
modelled upon the office of the judge, for this theology of history 
draws a sharp distinction between the two institutions, and in fact 
places them in direct opposition. In iSam. xil.iof. especially, the two 
offices are weighed up against one another, and the balance comes down 
against the monarchy. For the Dcuteronomist’s way of thinking, Israel 
stopped allowing Jahweh to bear rule over her when the monarchy 
came into being (Jg. vm. 23), but to his mind the institution of the 
judges still left room for this sovereignty of Jahweh over Israel. How 
different the planes are on which the two offices lie is also seen from the 
fact that the Dcuteronomist passes censure on the kings, but the judges 
are called directly by Jahweh, and so he does not criticise them. The 
real point at issue is Israel’s proper ordering under God’s rule, and it is 
understandable that the Book of Judges has been designated as the 
“Plato’s Republic" of the Bible.The Dcuteronomist clearly regards 
the office of the judge as the form of government most appropriate to 
Israel: it was a tragedy that she asserted her own autonomy over against 
Jahweh by means of her kings. In this clear preference for the ampliic- 
tyonic organisation the Dcuteronomist follows Deuteronomy, which 

® Most recently H. W. Hertzberg, Die Bucher Josua, Richter, Ruth (A.T.D.), Gottin¬ 
gen 1933, p. 143* M. Buber {Kdnigtum Gottes, pp. i 5 ff.) is the one who most distinctly 
brought out the relationship of the Book ofjudges to the institution of the monarchy. 
But his thesis that there were two Books of Judges, the one anti-monarchical and the 
other monarchical (the latter with the refrain which reveals its purpose in Jg. xvn. 6, 
xvm. I, XXI. 25 ), out of which our present Book of Judges was put together, is, as he 
propounds it, untenable. Chs. xvn-xxi are only a later addition to the Deuteronomis¬ 
tic Book of Judges. 

M. Buber, Kdnigtum Gottes^ p. 44. 
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undertakes the ordering of Israel wholly on the model of the sacral 
people of God, that is, on the model of the old Ampliictyony.^^ 

The oddest figure amongst the judges is Samson: the reader will 
indeed find it absolutely impossible to understand him as judge over 
Israel. He never has a militia behind him, but is always completely 
alone in his exploits. When it is said that he “judged Israel for twenty 
years” (Jg. xvi. 3it), the Dcuteronomist’s schema completely departs 
from the traditional material which lay before it.^^ A much more 
effective measure towards including the garland of the Samson stories 
in those of the Judges was a prefixing of the story of the call (Jg. xm) 
which took place much earlier.The basis of the stories about Samson 
is extremely old-they show us Dan still living in tents on the western 
slopes of the hill country of Judah, and involved in all manner of 
squabbles with the Philistines. In these quarrels, in which each party 
sought to outdo the other not only by force of arms but also by 
witticisms and practical jokes, a charismatic leader named Samson 
played a conspicuous part. But as has been said, everything gets a 
peculiar slant because of the story of the call which precedes the whole, 
as it were like an entrance hall. Very strong emphasis is laid on the call 
and the setting apart as a Nazirite, a special instrument which Jahweh 
intends to use. This prehistory of Samson’s life puts to the reader what 
is the real problem of the Samson story; for anyone who comes from 
the pious story of the call (with its mention of a manifestation of God, 
and of sacrifice and a vow) must be astounded by the whirlwind of very 
unspiritual adventures in which Samson gets lost. In particular, Samson 
showed great interest in women. He certainly inflicts many an injury 
on the Philistines, but in the end he falls victim to them. Jahweh’s 
spirit departs from him, and the man who had formerly been a charis¬ 
matic leader had, blinded, to turn his enemies mill. The stories of 
Samson are told in such a way that, wonderfully endowed as he was 
with powers of spirit and body, he makes a very human appeal to the 

^^Scc above, p. 228. 

This complex of tradition betrays so little of the spirit of the Dcuteronomist and 
of his conception of history that the whole of it has been envisaged as a later insertion. 
M. Noth, Vberl Studien, p. 61. 

“ Eissfeldt is very probably correct in saying that, as far as literary criticism goes, 
ch. xni cannot now be divorced from the block of stories in chs. xiv-xvi (D \eQuellen 
des Richterbuches, Leipzig 1925 , pp. 8 if,). But in respect of the history of its matter and 
form, ch. xm stands by itself; it is basically a cultic legend, and not a story about 
Samson. 
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reader, especially at the point where in the end he falls victim to the 
ranks of those who, while certainly not so strong and ingenious as he 
was, were for that very reason the more perfidious. Meantime, the 
reader will not forget, either, the great mission with which God 
charged him, and will have to think about the continuous alternation 
between humiliating weakness and God-given power in which the life 
of Samson oscillates. But even the power given him by God is increas¬ 
ingly squandered in ineffectual practical jokes, and Samson finally 
founders in the great conflict between eras and charisma. Thus, the 
stories about Samson as well as those about Saul show the failure of a 
charismatic leader, and divine powers wasted. “The dead whom he 
slew at his death were more than those whom he had slain in his life” 
(Jg. XVI. 30)—such is the story-teller’s final and very significant com¬ 
ment. Samson himself perishes in the chaos which he spreads out around 
himself. 

6. THE DEUTERONOMIST’S THEOLOGY OE HISTORY’ 

(tHe books of kings) 

Scholars believe that the Deuteronomistic hand which wrote the Book 
of Judges and put its stamp upon it is the same as that which gave 
their great theological form to the two Books of Kings. But since the 
two eras in Israel’s history are pictured and judged from very different 
theological standpoints, the theology of history of the Books of Kings 
needs special treatment. Again, the two eras do not pass over directly 
from one to the other: they are not joined to one another in this 
theology of history. Strangely enough there is a great, yawning gulf 
in which the Deuteronomist did not intrude his work, between the 
end of the period of the Judges and the point at which the Deutcrono- 
mistic Books of Kings take up the story (i Kings HI. if.). Apart from 
this gap, which is not easy to explain, this historian’s literary technique 
is of the same kind as that employed in the Book of Judges : he presents 
the old material in the form in which it had come down, he carefully 
and meaningfully connects the individual units, and he clamps the 
resulting literary picture of a king’s reign at beginning and end with the 

^ M. Noth, UherlStudien, pp. Syff ; G. von Rad, Studies in Deuteronomy, pp. 

A. Weiser, Glaube und Geschichte im Men Testament, Stuttgart i93i»pp. 6iff.;A. Jep- 
sen. Die Quellen des Konigsbuches^Hsllc 1953 ; H. J. Kraus, “Gesetz und Geschichte,” 
inEt'. Th., 1951-52, p. 415; H. W. WolfF, “Das Kerygma des deuteronomistischen 
Geschichtswerkes,” in Z.AIF., 1961 , pp. lyiff. 
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well-known framework, in which the most important aspect theo¬ 
logically is the judgment which each king receives.^ At times the 
Deuteronomist also drew up shorter narratives of his own composition 
and wholly in his own individual style, or he expressed radical theo¬ 
logical reflexions on the history at important points, as for example in 
the solemn epilogue with which he concludes the account of the 
Northern Kingdom (ii Kings xvn. yffi). From this formal point of 
view, the difference from the Book of Judges consists merely in the 
fact that the Deuteronomist had at his disposal incomparably fuller 
documentary material from the monarchical period. This was not only 
very diversified in literary genre (narratives, annals, stories about 
prophets, extracts from a Temple chronicle, etc.), but it was so abun¬ 
dant that it could only be incorporated into the history in skilfully 
chosen selections. The scholarly fashion in which the Deuteronomist 
exercised the historian’s office is shown by the regular references to 
the source documents from which he took a large part of his material, 
and in which what he does not himself mention can be looked up.8 

This historical work came into being during the time of the Baby¬ 
lonian Exile .4 However little we know of the author’s place and origin, 
one thing is certain-the spiritual situation in whose light he is to be 
understood was that of a late period: it was therefore completely differ¬ 
ent’from the one in which the Succession Document came into being. 
The latter had come in its time as something new, into, so to speak, 
a still completely empty space as far as literature and theology went. 
But the man who wrote and passed his judgments in the time of the 
exile was not only externally confironted with very abundant remem¬ 
bered material: what weighed most heavily was the burden of certain 
historical experiences which had long ago solidified, and the authority 
of certain theological ideas or traditions upon which the Deuteronomist 
depended in his time or in the circle to which he belonged. The theo¬ 
logical current, of which our Deuteronomistic historical work is a 

* With the kings of Judah the framework runs at the beginning as follows : “In the 
year of such and such a king of Israel so and so became king of Judah; he was so 
many years old when he became king, he reigned so many years in Jerusalem ; his 
mother was so and so the daughter of such and such, and he did what was pleasing 
(evil) in the sight of Jahweh.” At the end it runs: “The rest of the history of so and so 
is written in the book of the history of the kings of Judah. Then so and so slept with 
his fathers and was buried in the city of David, and so and so else became king in his 
stead.” 8 M. Noth, VherL Studien^ p. 96. 

^ The terminus a quo is the freeing ofjehoiachin in the year 561 (n IGngS XXV. 27ff.). 




THEOLOGY OF ISRAEL'S TRADITIONS 


SRAEL'S ANOINTED 


336 

later exponent, became dominant, because of Deuteronomy, in the 
last years of the monarchical period? We remember Deuteronomy’s 
demand that Jahweh should be worshipped only at the one legitimate 
sanctuary at which he had put his name. This demand had been made 
binding at a time which had become conscious in all its magnitude of 
the difference between historically-based Jahwism and the Canaanite 
nature cult, and had grasped that worship of Jahweh at the high places, 
that is, mingled with the Baal cult, eliminated that which was distinc¬ 
tive in Jahwism. The recognition that one had to choose between the 
two worships had come, through Deuteronomy, to be a status con- 
fessionis at this later period. Now, the Deuteronomistic theology of 
history too holds this very radical standpoint, because, as is well known, 
it measures the kings of Israel and Judah according to whether they 
recognised the Temple in Jerusalem as the one legitimate place of 
worship, or sacrificed on the “high places.” The judgments which are 
passed on the kings are arrived at solely in the light of this decision. 
From this standpoint the kings of Israel are condemned out of hand, 
for they all walked in the “sin of Jeroboam/’® But even of the Judean 
kings only two-He&ah and Josiah-are given unqualified praise. 
Six are approved conditionally (Asa, Jehoshaphat, Joash, Amaziah, 
Azaraiah, and Jotham) : all the rest are reproached with “having done 
what was evil in the sight of Jahweh.” 

Very much depends on the right understanding of these judgments. 
Undoubtedly for our present-day historical way of thinking, they are 
greatly oversimplified, and consequently unjust. And unfortunately we 
do not know for certain whether this historical work presupposes a 
knowledge of Deuteronomy by all the kings, and whether it only 
reckoned with a temporary loss of it and its reappearance under Josiah/ 
But even if a knowledge of Deuteronomy is not presupposed, it has to 
be borne in mind that the standard by which the kings are measured is 
not in itself a completely new thing conjured up in the late monarchical 
period. In reality, it is a very old standard which Deuteronomy took up 
again, since in the days before Israel was a state, in her constitution as an 

^ This dependence, which was recognised long ago, is not however in any sense a 
total one. Neither did the Deuteronomist take over the whole range of the concerns 
of Deuteronomy, nor can all that concerns the Deuteronomist be derived from 
Deuteronomy. This is particularly clear in the matter of the Deuteronomist's idea of 
the kingdom, see below, pp. 337f. 

^1 Kings xv. 26, 34, xvi. 19,26 and frequently. 

^11 Kings xiv. 6 supports this assumption. 
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Amphictyony, she had in fact something like a sole place of worship, 
even if at that time the consequences of this commitment to the central 
sanctuary, where the Ark was, and to which the pilgrims came, were 
still not drawn anything like so radically. But with these judgments 
what we have to bear particularly in mind is that they do not relate as 
it were to the total political and religious achievement of the particular 
king, but only to his basic cultic decision. This historical work had no 
intention of dealing with the king’s political activities in general.* It 
certainly does offer general political documentary material; but its 
interest is expressly theological, to the extent that it judges even the 
course of political events from a theological standpoint. From the 
historian’s point of view the perspective thus opened up into the history 
of the kings is undoubtedly very one-sided and narrow. But this bias is 
linked up with the confessional situation mentioned above. In the 
writer’s time one thing had become articulusstands ^ cadentisecclesiacy 
namely, exclusive allegiance to the place where Jahweh was present for 
Israel and where he spoke to and had cultic dealings with her; and the 
Deuteronomist brought the whole of the history of the monarchy within 
the scope of this confessional situation. He was not objectively and 
historically interested in the many varying possibilities of apostasy 
which might have presented themselves to the kings in the course of 
the history, but only in the one by which, as the post-Deuteronomic 
period was convinced, Israel’s existence or non-existence was decided.9 
Since the Deuteronomist wrote in the shadow of the catastrophes of 
722 and 587, his work is to be understood as a comprehensive confes¬ 
sion of Israel’s guilt. Our task in what follows consists in examining 
in detail the careful theological foundation of the proposition that 
Israel, and she alone, was to be held responsible. 

In the opinion of the Deuteronomist the decision for evil was taken 
in the kings’ hearts, because “their heart was not perfect with God/’^® 
It has rightly been pointed out that the Deuteronomist thus assigned to 

^ Think of it! The account of the reign of Omri, including the framework, takes 
up six verses. Those who want information about the secular exploits of the kings are 
expressly directed to the sources; the Deuteronomist does not think it as lying within 
his province to evaluate them (1 Kings xvi. 27, xxii. 45; 11 Kings x. 34, xm. 8,12, 
XIV.i5t 28). 

^ In view of this exclusive rigorism which the Deuteronomist practised, his method 
of awarding praise or blame not as a simple either-or, but as admitting of a further 
third and in-between predicate, could almost be regarded as a lack of consistency. 

Kings VIM. 61, XI. 4, xv. 3 , I4* 
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the kings an office which, according to their historical rights, they did not 
have in their country at all. Least of all did this universal responsibility 
for the whole cultic life of the people of God correspond with the con¬ 
cept in Deuteronomy, in which the royal office can only be understood 
as an embarrassing concession to the historical realities.^^ Here we meet 
for the first time with an element in the Deuteronomist’s view of 
history which can certainly not be explained on the basis of Deuter¬ 
onomy, nor simply on the basis of the kingdom itself as it developed, 
namely, a quite definite picture of the royal office with, which he 
works and by means of which he judges the kings. This Deuterono- 
mistic critique of the kings which is so well known to the reader of the 
Bible-they ought to have directed both their own personal lives and 
their whole policy according to the law of Moses-owes its origin to the 
confluence of two great streams of tradition which had hitherto existed 
in independence. We tried above to outline the group of sacral ideas 
which wrapped themselves round the monarchy.” Nothing in them 
pointed back to Moses and the ancient Israel-Covenant traditions. On 
the other hand, the Amphyctyonic traditions which do go back to 
Moses had absolutely no place for the monarchy. This reserve concern¬ 
ing the institution of the monarchy is indeed absolutely obvious even in 
Deuteronomy, which is late in so far as it is a revival of the Israel-Cove¬ 
nant tradition. Deuteronomy still knows nothing of any special sacral 
dignity attaching to the king as the representative of a separate election 
tradition. It is only in the Deuteronomistic historical work that the two 
traditions of election-the Israel-Covenant and the David-Covenant 
traditions-are finally fused; and this was the last great fusion of tradi¬ 
tions in Israel’s history. It had a long prehistory. It began with David 
bringing up the Ark (ii Sam. vi) and so planting Israelite traditions in the 
soil of Jerusalem. But this was still a long way from the further Deut- 
eronomic idea of Moses as the recipient of the “Law.” But now the 
Deuteronomist is able to put an appeal to Jahweh’s covenant with 
David into the mouth of a king (i Kings Vlli.25, ix.5), and in almost 
the same breath to refer to the old Amphictyonic tradition about 
the election of Israel, Moses, and the Exodus from Egypt (i Kings 
viii.i5f., 34, 36, 53, 56). The two traditions have now come together 
to form a major set of ideas. But the fact that the kings are reminded 

M. Noth, UherL Studien, p. 94. Josiah’s measures in his policy for the cult outside 
Jerusalem were a novum, for which Deuteronomy alone gave him the authority. 

Alt, K,S,, VOL. II, pp. 256 f. See above, pp. 4o£, 3 18 £F. 
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of their relationship to Moses and the Sinai covenant is actually some¬ 
thing very original (iKings xi. 11 ; 11 Kings xxi.8). The king is now 
regarded as the responsible person to whom has been entrusted the law 
of Moses and who has the duty to see that it is recognised in his king¬ 
dom. The place where the fusion of the Mosaic and Davidic traditions 
can be seen most clearly is the ideal picture which the Deuteronomist 
drew of King Josiah : “before him there was no king like him, who 
turned to Jahweh with all his heart and with all his soul and with all his 
might, according to all the law of Moses; nor did any like him arise 
after him” (ll Kings xxm.25). 

No doubt the Deuteronomist’s judgment on the kings who ruled 
Judah and Israel is an adverse one in the main, but this does not amount 
to a proof that he took an altogether low view of the monarchy. It 
could be the case-and this will be substantiated later-that the pre¬ 
ponderantly negative aspect is based on the fact that the Deuteronomist 
judged the kings by a very high standard. He does in fact ascribe to the 
monarchy the crucial key-position between Jahweh and Israel, since it 
was in the kings’ hearts that the decision whether Israel was to be 
saved or rejected had to be taken. This decision, however, did not 
depend only on the kings’ complete devotion to or apostasy from 
Jahweh, but upon their attitude to the revelation of Jahweh known in 
Israel from of old, that is, to the law of Moses. And now we have 
named the other order which, in the Deuteronomist’s view, Jahweh had 
provided for Israel’s good. Eor him both of these, the torah of Moses 
and the dynasty of David, were concrete historical powers : like the 
dynasty, the revelation of Jahweh’s will to Moses was also something 
clearly discernible; it had in fact already been handed over in trust to 
the kings in the form of a sacred book.^® Thus the Deuteronomist sees 
the main problem of the history of Israel as lying in the question of the 
correct correlation of Moses and David. Did the kings discern and 
comply with the will of Jahweh promulgated by Moses? As we know, 
the answer is No-the decision of the kings was taken against the 
revealed will ofjahweh and for evil. But in Deuteronomy grave threats 
and curses had been set forth if Israel persisted in disobedience (Deut. 
XXVIII. i5fF.). Thus in the serious catastrophes the word of Jahweh 
tsel f brought Israel into judgment. It had in actual fact been no 
“empty word” (Deut. xxxn. 47); this word of God had reached its 

References back to a written form of the torah of Moses are to be found in 

I Kings n. 3 ; II Kings x. 31, xiv. ( 5 , xvii. 13, 37, xxi. 8, xxn. 8, ii, xxm. 24f. 
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goal in the destruction of the two states. Expressed in the Deuteron- 
omist’s terminology, Jahweh had not allowed it to “fail” but had 
“established” This correspondence between promulgated word and 
historical fulfilment, with whose proof we see the Deuteronomist 
occupied, becomes even more striking in the many prophecies which 
he incorporated into his work. It can actually be said that the Deutcr- 
onomist gave the historical course of events which he describes its inner 
rhythm and its theological proof precisely by means of a whole struc¬ 
ture of constantly promulgated prophetic predictions and their corre¬ 
sponding fulfilments, of which exact note is generally made. It is here 
that we really get a correct perspective for this view of history. Every¬ 
thing that Ahijah of Shiloh, Jehu ben Hanani, Micaiah ben Imlah, 
Elijah, Elisha, Huldah, etc., prophesied became history. The history of 
Israel is a course of events which receives its own peculiar dramatic 
quality from the tension between constantly promulgated prophecies 
and their corresponding fulfilment. Sometimes the span between pre¬ 
diction and fulfilment is short (11 Kings 1.6=1.17), sometimes it forms 
an arch spanning many generations (e.g. 1 Kings xni.2=i 1 Kings xxni. 
i6--i8),so that, if one were to try to make a diagram of this structure, 
the strangest criss-crossings would result. Things were simplest for the 
Deuteronomist in the Northern Kingdom. Its fate was indeed already 
sealed with the sin of its first king (1 Kings xiv. 16 ; 11 Kings XVII, 21-3), 
all the more so since all its kings walked “in the sin ofjeroboam.” Thus 
the Deuteronomist was only confronted with the task, admittedly none 
too easy a one, of explaining why this kingdom nevertheless continued 
to exist in history for two hundred years. He explains this postpone¬ 
ment of punishment as due to the grace of Jahweh, who did not over¬ 
look the slight amount of good there was even in rejected kings.^® The 
Deuteronomist also pictures the history of the kingdom of Judahas an 
almost unbroken series of breaches of the revealed will of God. Her 
too there was a fact which barred the path of his schema-how did it 
come about that the great catastrophe of 587 closed in over Judah 
almost immediately after the reign of Josiah, who was the best of all 
the house of David? The reason was-so the Deuteronomist said-that 
Jahweh had already resolved to pass sentence on Judah because of the 
sin of Manasseh, which had broken all bounds. Even Josiah could avert 

^^Jahweh "establishes" the prophet's word: 1 Kingsii. 4 ,vi. 12. v1n.20.x11.15 
and frequently. It "does not fail": Josh. xxi. 45 , xxiii . 14; iKings vm. 56; n Kings 
X. 10 . I Kings XXI. 29; n Kings x. 30 = xv. 12, xm. 23, xiv. 26. 
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it no longer.^® Thus, over Judah too Jahwch’s patience had long held. 
But here our historian was now in the happy position of being able to 
establish Jahweh’s patient waiting on a much more striking theological 
basis. It was because Jahweh had his special plans for history with the 
house of David and because he had made David the promise to “give 
him a lamp for all time,” that Judah and Jerusalem were preserved in 
history in spite of the long-due judgment. When the Deuteronomist 
uses the odd term “lamp,” he is of course thinking of the legitimation of 
the Davidic dynasty by the prophecy of Nathan (n Sam. vii. i2fF.)— 
although with him this old element of messianic tradition is fused with 
the Deuteronomic idea of the one chosen city.^’ This saving word of 
Jahweh, injected at one particular point into the history, passed down 
through the ages like a guardian angel and had the effect of preserving 
and saving when Judah’s existence in the eyes of Jahweh was already 
forfeit.^® 

The road which Israel’s theology of history had travelled from the 
Succession Document up to now is a very long one. The first difference 
between the two views lies in the fact that the Deuteronomist had a 
principle of interpretation at his disposal whose legitimacy was beyond 
doubt-this was the “word of God” in Deuteronomy, which for him 
was almost already canonical. What could the writer of the Succession 
Document appeal to compared with this? That Jahweh had guided the 
history in a way favourable for David by hearing his prayer and delud¬ 
ing Absalom’s council of war was indeed the writer’s personal con¬ 
viction: and, if need be, he could claim special inspiration for his view. 
But he did not feel himself empowered to go on to further judgments. 
The Deuteronomist, however, with the canonical word of God in his 
possession, can pass judgments, and we have seen the way in which he 
makes use of this power. A further feature which distinguishes our work 

II Kings xxi. I off., xxin. 26, XXIV. 2. 

“Eor the sake of David my servant and for the sake of Jerusalem which I have 
chosen,” i Kings xi. 13, 32, 36. 

I Kings XI. 36, xv. 4; n Kings vm. 19 (cf. i Kings xi. 13, 32). Noth has held that 
the word ^**3 should not be rendered as “lamp,” but as “breaking up” (Ges. Studien, 
p. 179). But there is no justification for this. LXX rendered T3 in n Kings vm. 19 as 
Avxvog and in i Kings xi. 36 as 6e(Jig, and in i Kings xv. 4 as xardkeifxfjia. These pas¬ 
sages do not come into the account, for in any case they are not translations, not even 
in the meaning of a “breaking up.” What in our opinion decides the question is the 
mention of the lamp (here 13) in Ps. cxxxii. 17. The term is obviously a fixed 
formula in the courtly style. iiSam. xxi. 17 would also be included here. 
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from the older one is its heightened interest in the instrumental means 
of the divine guidance of history, for the older work was concerned 
rather with establishing the fact. That Jahweh had directed David’s 
history is the only thing it explicitly says. We are certainly not wrong 
in saying that Jahweh worked secretly in the hearts of the hearers, in 
their resolve (n Sam. xvii. 14) ; yet the details remain a secret. Compared 
with this, what a shift there has been in the object of theologicalinterest! 
For the Deuteronomist the divine guidance of history is established 
beyond all doubt: but that it is by his word that Jahweh directs history, 
this is practically hammered into the reader. At the same time the author 
of the Succession Document shows that he himself understood this 
history as the fulfilment of an explicit word of Jahweh, since he sets the 
whole complex in the shadow of the Nathan prophecy (ii Sam. vn). 

But this thoroughly mature theology of history of the Deuterono¬ 
mist’s did not oppose the older one like a deu$ ex machina. Actually, 
in the traditional material which the Deuteronomist took over, there 
is a cycle of stories which can almost be described as a connecting link 
between the classical account of the history and that of the Deuterono¬ 
mist. This material is accounts of wars or other involvements which are 
related to one another in the realm of high politics : in the decisive politi¬ 
cal events the initiative stems from prophets, who change the gears of 
history with a word of God.^® The accounts display on the one hand 
that vigorous political and psychological realism which we see in the 
Succession Document, while on the other, there can be no mistaking 
that the theological theme is already set whichwillnow in the Deuter¬ 
onomist be applied in a much more radical way to the whole of the 
history of the monarchy. 

We are now in a position to review the various strands in the 
Deuteronomistic account of the history. It was composed in the exile, 
at a time when the saving history over Israel was at a standstill and 
when, in the dismay she felt at this fact, the question which had to be 
answered was, how had all this come about and how could it have 
become possible for Jahweh to reject his people? The first conclusion 
from contemplation of this question was that the fault was not Jah¬ 
weh’s : it was Israel herself who by her own guilt had forfeited his 
salvation. Jahweh’s judgment in history was justified. Thus, the 

Kings xx, xxn;ii Kings ix-x;Noth {Ges. Studien, pp. ygf.) also reckons along 
with these the history of A hijah of Shiloh,! Kings XI. 29-3l,36£, xn. i-20, 26-31 
(see above, pp. 


Deuteronomist is concerned with Ps. li. 6 [ 4 ] and its “so that thou art 
justified in thy sentence”; his work is a great “doxology of judgment’ 
transferred from the cultic to the literary sphere.20 But he was not 
content with this general conclusion. He also set himself the task of 
giving a detailed theological explanation of how the saving history 
ended in the catastrophes of 722 and 587 . He thought that he was in a 
position so to do because he understood the history of the people of 
God in the light of the creative word of Jahweh. The threats and curses 
in Deuteronomy had been fulfilled in the catastrophes of the two king¬ 
doms. This word of Jahweh, which, the Psalmist says, “runs swiftly” 
(Ps. CXLVII. 15 ), had attained its goal. It was not often that Israel 
expressed her realisation of the law’s judging and destroying power in 
such a radical way. But the Deuteronomist saw yet another word as 
active in the history, namely, the promise of salvation in the Nathan 
prophecy, and it, as well as the threat of judgment, was effectual as it 
ran through the course of the history. Had it too creatively reached 
its goal in a fulfilment? The Deuteronomist’s history leaves this question 
open. Yet, closing as it does with the note about the favour shown to 
Jehoiachin (n Kings xxv. 27 flf.), it points to a possibility with which 
Jahweh can resume.^^ 

What interests the author of this theology of history is thus perfectly 
clear. He was not interested in drawing up a secular history, or a history 
of the faith and worship of Israel. His concern was rather with the 
problem of how the word of Jahweh functioned in history. This word 

On the cultic category of the doxology ofjudgment see below, pp. 357ff* 

On one occasion the Deuteronomist makes Solomon give very clear expression 
to this relationship of correspondence between word and history: “What thou didst 
promise with thy mouth, thou hast with thine hand fulftUed” (i Kings vm. 24). 

One has to appreciate the dilemma into which the Deuteronomist was driven by 
the actual course of the history, in that it ended with the catastrophe of 587. On the 
basis of his theological presuppositions he had certainly no reason to lighten the 
darkness of this judgment. On the other hand, he could never concede that the saying 
about the lamp which was always to remain for David had now in fact “failed.” 
As to any goal to which this saving word was coming he had nothing to say: the one 
thing he could do was just, in this direction, not to close the door of history, but to 
leave it open. This he did in the reflective conclusion of his work (n Kings xxv. 27 S.). 
His reference to Jehoiachin, and not to Zedekiah, as the last king of Judah could be 
connected with the fact that in his time Jehoiachin, and not Zedekiah, was regarded as 
the last king of Judah. For this cf. the dating of the Book of Ezekiel according to the 
reign of Jehoiachin, and on this question see W. Zimmerli, Ezechiel, Biblischer 
Kommentar, ed. M. Noth, vol. xiii, Neukirchen 1955, pp. 43f. 
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operates in two ways: as law it operates destructively, and as gospel it 
works as salvation. Of course it is easy to point to the defects in this 
conception of history. Indeed, we have to ask whether the situation in 
the exile, when Israel was divorced from contact with real history, did 
not make people far too prone to make theoretical constructions. It 
certainly arouses suspicion that this theology of history caimot be un¬ 
folded without a now subtler now cruder corriger rhistoire. I n particular, 
it would need to be established that, in his passionate desire to make 
the efficacy of the word of Jahweh clear, the Deuteronomist has not 
rationally schematised the history But it is this desire and attempt to 
understand Israel’s history solely in the light of the word of Jahweh that 
gives the work its theological grandeur. What is decisive for Israel is 
not what commonly makes “the tumult and the shouting” in history. 
Decisive for the life and death of the people of God is the word of 
God injected into history. This ‘Deuteronomistic theology of history 
was the first which clearly formulated the phenomenon of saving history, 
that is, of a course of history which was shaped and led to a fulfilment 
by a word ofjudgment and salvation continually injected into it.24 

The point where this theology of history is at farthest remove from 
its native soil in Deuteronomy is the key position it accords to the king. 
In my view there is perfect justification for describing this work as 
containing a messianic motif, for all that we have worked out up to now 
concerning the Deuteronomistic history and the word which creates 
history, etc., is not simply theoretically unfolded-as it were in a 
vacuum; it is all related in the most direct way to the kings. They are 
the real object of this operative word, it is they who are sustained by it 
and they who by it are destroyed. The people stands and falls with 
them.^^ The author, so exposed to danger in another respect because of 
his theological rationality, here knows no kind of individualism, but 
practises a collective thinking which, with him, seems somewhat anti¬ 
quated. This way in which the people is completely bound up with 

We may think also of the consequences of the “ethical schematisation” which 
makes the action of God conditioned by human action: the latter comes first, the 
former second: J. Hempel, Altes Testament und Giitersloh 1930, pp. I5ff. 

^ In contrast, outside Israel the contemplation of history was a form of state 
activity, a branch of politics. Laqueur, “Formen geschichtlichen Denkens im Alten 
Orient und Okzident,” in Neue JahrbucherfurWissenschaftundJugendbildung, Leipzig 
1931 , p. 493. 

It is also they who lead the people to sin (K'*Dnn),i Kings xvi.13, 19, 26, xxi. 22; 
h Kings m. 3, x. 29 , xw. 24, xxi. 16 . 
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whether the king fulfils or fails in his role is particularly harsh in cases 
where, as for example with Manassch, the time-span between the threat 
and its fulfilment takes in several generations.^® All these Judean kings 
are measured by the Deuteronomist against the picture of the one per¬ 
fect king whom he knows, namely David. David walked before Jahweh 
“with integrity of heart and uprightness” Kings 

IX. 4); David’s heart was “wholly true to Jahweh” 

I Kings XI. 4); “David followed Jahweh completely” 

I Kings XI. 6); he did according to “what pleased Jahweh and kept his 
statutes and commandments” (i Kings xi. 38) ; “he followed Jahweh 
with his whole heart, doing only what pleased Jahweh” 

I Kings XIV. 8) Is any more evidence needed to prove that 
this writer had a picture of the perfect anointed unremittingly present to 
his mind, and that it is on its basis that the work calls in question the 
whole history of the monarchy? Of course, this picture of David which 
set the standard for the Deuteronomist is now far removed from the 
picture of the David of the Succession Document; that was so realistic 
in its psychological execution, but this is a picture which has become 
attenuated in the tradition to form a type.^® In particular, basic features 
of the Deuteronomic picture of man, that is, of a man whose heart is 
perfect with Jahweh and who keeps Jahweh’s statutes and command¬ 
ments with his whole heart, have become bound up with it. Therefore 
the anointed who stands as a standard and type behind the Deuterono¬ 
mist’s melancholy picture of the monarchical period is the completely 
righteous man who keeps all the commandments with his whole heart. 
Thus, the partially destructive criticism of the kings of Israel and Judah 

It-is perfectly possible that the common saying: “The fathers have eaten sour 
grapes, and the children’s teeth are set on edge” (Jer. xxxi.29, Ezek. xvni.2), was 
directed against the idea which became concrete a little later in the Deuteronomistic 
historical work. Ps. CVI. 24 JF., where the exile could be conceived as Jahweh’s reaction 
to the sins of the generation in the wilderness, shows how widely the arch could be 
stretched between act and penalty. 

27 1 Kings ni. 3 , vm. 17, xi. 33 , xv. 3 , $, n; n Kings xiv. 3 , xvi. 2 , xviii. 3 , xxn. 2 
are other references for this picture of the perfect David. 

2 ® The picture in Ps. cxxxn. 1-4 is akin to it. Only once does the Deuteronomist 
allow a shadow to faU on the picture of David (i Kings xv. 5 )* This typification is 
already clearly discernible in Isaiah-think for example of the ideal picture of the 
Davidic Jerusalem which he draws in Is. i. 21. Incidentally, for the Deuteronomist 
the picture of Solomon as well was extended to make Solomon a model-he is the 
type of wisdom and piety. E. Jacob, La Tradition historique en Israel, Montpellier 
1946, p. 85. 
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had all the same an unmistakably positive side-by means of it the 
Deuteronomist saves what he took to be the real meaning of the Nathan 
prophecy from all misrepresentation or replacement. 

In conclusion, we have once more to look at the question of the 
peculiar aim which the author of this great work has in mind. Is it likely 
that the sole purpose to be served by a work of such a comprehensive 
range was buttressing a theological judgment, namely that the calamity 
of the year 587 was just divine punishment, and would this word of 
explanation have been directed to a generation which Jahweh had in 
fact written off? It is much more likely that the purpose of all its theo¬ 
logical expositions was to deliver to its contemporaries what is at bot¬ 
tom a simple religious message.In our historian’s eyes the period of 
the Judges ended in disaster also. But the fact that Samuel delivered 
Jahweh’s word of judgment (iSam. xn) and Israel was about to enter 
on a totally different kind of existence did not mean that Jahweh had 
finally abandoned his people. The Deuteronomist’s verdict on the great 
cleft made in 587 would have been similar. The determinative thing 
which Jahweh was now waiting for from Israel was “turning” (1 Sam. 
VII.3 ;i Kings viii.33, 35 ; 11 Kings xvii. 13 , xxiii.25). Two passages 
having a close connexion with this historical writing and perhaps even 
belonging to it are particularly clear pointers to what Israel’s task in the 
exile will be, namely, turning to Jahweh Deut. XXX. l-IO,IV. 

25-31, cf. I Kings vra. 46ff.). Thus, in oui historian’s view, the judg¬ 
ment of 587 did not mean the end of the people of God; nothing but 
refusal to turn would be the end. The form to be taken by the turning 
is remarkably spiritual. It is in the heart. It was not therefore cultic. 
And its chief means was prayer. 

As an appendix, we must touch upon, on its theological side at least, 
the problem of the connexion between the Deuteronomistic Book of 
Judges and the Deuteronomistic Book of Kings. Even the external link 
that binds them together is very unsatisfactory, since for a long stretch 
after the end of the Deuteronomistic Book of Judges in 1 Sam. xii the 
Deuteronomist’s interpreting hand abandons us, and only again comes 
into action with the story of Solomon (1 Kings m). Why did the 
Deuteronomist, who is usually so ready to talk and so glad to interpret, 
leave the whole complex of traditions about David without any com¬ 
ment? The suggestion that he possessed nothing to add to it is untenable 

For what follows, see H. W. WolfF, “Das Kerygma des deuteronomistischen 
Geschichtswerkes,” in Z,A,W,f 1961, pp. lyifF. 


in view of the part which David plays in his theology. But in par¬ 
ticular, the main difference between the two books is in method of 
presentation. In the Book of Kings we find nothing of the cycles of 
apostasy, enemy oppression, repentance, and deliverance which Israel 
passes through in Judges. In contrast, in the monarchical period the 
Deuteronomist lets the sin mount up throughout whole genera¬ 
tions so as to allow Jahweh to react in judgment only at a later day. 
With his copious extant literary material dealing with political suc¬ 
cesses and reverses, it would not have been difficult for him to apply his 
classification according to generations to the kings as well. Why did 
he not do so? Why did he sit in judgment on the kings, but not on the 
judges? Why does he insist on the fact that the history of the monarchy 
was a history of the creative word of Jahweh, while in the period of 
the judges he makes the driving force derive from the judges’ charisma? 
Why in the period of the judges does he make a distinction between 
the judges and the attitude of the people (“and yet they did not listen 
to their judges either,” Jg. 11.17), while in the monarchical period he 
gears everything to the disposition of the kings, behind whom the 
people withdraw like a massa perditionis or salutiSy and upon whom the 
guilt of the people is unhesitantly loaded? It is difficult to think that the 
editing of the Book of Judges and that of the Book of Kings could have 
taken place as a single piece of work. 

7. THE HISTORICAL WORK OP THE CHRONICLER' 

Israel, that is, the post-exilic community which regarded itself as the 
Israel, once more set about interpreting herself and setting out her 
credentials in a major historical work. This peculiar characteristic of 
hers of expressing the deposit of her faith in the form of repeated 
historical sketches probably reaches its highest degree of singularity in 
the historical work of the Chronicler (the Books of Chronicles, Ezra, 
and Nehemiah). What can we say about the self-consciousness of a 
provincial cultic community tolerated by the Persian Empire which 
yet portrays history from Adam onwards as taking place all for her 
own sake! Of all the histories in the Old Testament it is the Chronicler’s 
which embraces the longest time-span : it runs from Adam right up 

^ M. Noth, Oherl StuJien, pp. iioff. ; W. Rudolph, “Problems of the Books of 
Chronicles,” in Vet. Test., 1954, pp. 40ifF.; A. Bea, “Neuere Arbeiten zum Problem 
der biblischen Chrornkbiicher,” in Bihlica, 1941* pp. 46ff. ; G . von Rad, Das Geschichts- 
bild des chronistischen Werkes^ Stuttgart 1930. 
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to the time after Nehemiah. The historical situation out of which it 
arises (between 400 and 300 B.C.) is completely different from the one 
in which the Deuteronomist had written. The latter was still stunned 
by a great calamity. But the time of the Chronicler was instead a quiet 
period politically, one in which at least external conditions for the 
Jewish community had for long been stabilised again. Admittedly, 
about conditions in Palestine “there is a silence such as never was before 
or after”^; so that we are not in the position to state with certainty any 
urgent reason why this work came into being.* Its literary basis is 
made up of the Deuteronomistic historical work, but over and above 
this the author worked up the historical picture from a copious body 
of edifying narrative material which is for the most part of very late 
date.4 But he regularly interfered with his originals and sources, some¬ 
times by omissions or slight insertions, sometimes by revision or 
rearranging the sequence of events, in a much more arbitrary way than 
the Deuteronomist did-the latter as a rule handed on the older material 
intact. Nevertheless this did not lead to internal unity in the Chronicler’s 
work. The literary revisions are splintered up to serve very different 
purposes, yet the reader often finds a lack of consistency in the way the 
writer carries out his purpose. One cannot avoid the impression of a 
certain mental exhaustion-at least in the way the material is presented. 
And in theological clarity too, in consistency and inner unity, the 
Chronicler is not nearly the equal of the Deuteronomistic work. 

For its picture of Jahweh’s action in the monarchical history. 
Chronicles without any doubt stands on the shoulders of the Deuteron¬ 
omistic history. It too is concerned to point out a relation of corres¬ 
pondence between guilt and punishment; the only difference is that it 
raises this correspondence to the level of complete rational proof-no 
disaster without guilt, no sin without punishment.” In the fifth year of 

* E. Reuss, Die Geschichte der hi. Schriften des A. T., 2 nd edn. Braunschweig i 890 , 
p. 540 . 

® None the less, it is a very obvious assumption that Chronicles was interested in the 
delimitation of the community from the Samaritans, and that it wanted to prove that 
the cultic community at the Jerusalem Temple was the true Israel. Noth, UberL 
Studien, pp. i 64 fF., 178; W. Rudolph, Chronikbucher (Hb. A.T.), Tubingen 1955 , 
pp. viiif.; K. Galling, Die Bucher der Chronik, Em, Nehemia (A.T.D.), Gottingen 1954, 
p. 15 . 

^ A literary analysis of the work, with full treatment of the problem of the sources, 
is given by Noth, Oberl. Studien, pp. iiofF. 

* For what follows see J. Wellhausen, Prolegomena, pp. 203 !?. 


the reign of Rehoboam the Pharaoh Shishak plundered Jerusalem (1 
Kings XXV. 25 f.). But, going beyond the Deuteronomist, the Chronicler 
informs us that in the fourth year of his reign Rehoboam “forsook the 
law of Jahweh” (11 Chron. xii. 1 ). King Asa became affected by a 
serious illness in his old age (1 Kings xv. 23 )—^he had, of course, as the 
Chronicler, going beyond-the Deuteronomist, reports, not relied upon 
Jahweh in a war with Baasha, and had caused the prophet who had 
reproached him for this to be put in prison (n Chron. xvi.yfF.). 
Jehoshaphat had,al)ng with the recreant Ahaziah, rigged out a mer¬ 
chant fleet at Ezion Geber (1 Kings xxii.49):a prophet remonstrates 
with him on the wrongful proceeding and prophesies the wreck of the 
fleet (11 Chron. xx. 35 f.). Jehoram was warned in vain by a letter of 
Elijah (11 Chron. xxi. 4 fF.). Because of his leprosy Uzziah (Azariah) had 
to abdicate (11 Kings xv. 5 ); but the cause of this illness was a serious 
cultic encroachment (11 Chron. xxvi. i 6 fF.). The villain Manasseh had a 
longer reign than any other Judean, king. This is explained, according 
to the Chronicler, by his conversion and his humbling himself before 
Jahweh, and by a reform of the cult which he introduced (11 Chron. 
XXXIII. I iff.). These examples could be multiplied at will-they show 
how greatly the Chronicler tightened up and at the same time altered 
the Deuteronomist’s pragmatism. The latter certainly had no hesitation 
about sometimes pointing towards the consequences of the kings’ sins 
at a much later date, long after their death. On the other hand, the 
Chronicler is at pains to show that Jahweh’s judgment or salvation still 
affected each generation individually. Now, here the theologian must 
demonstrate that he has the capacity to make distinctions. No doubt 
the way in which the Chronicler sets forth what he wants to say is 
open to grave suspicion. A theologian has here made the attempt to 
grasp Jahweh’s dealing with Israel rationally. On the other hand we 
must not fail to catch what it is that the writer wants to hammer 
home to his readers in this critique, namely that each generation stands 
immediately before Jahweh, and stands or falls with its anointed. To 
understand this presentation, which is certainly a very forced one, we 
must recognise that here the Chronicler is making his contribution to 
one of the hardest problems which cropped up in later Jahwism, 
namely the question of the share of the individual in Jahweh. That 
Jahweh was the God of Israel, and that Israel had life and land and 
blessing from him, had for long been established. But how was the 
individual’s share or the individual generation’s share in Jahweh’s gifts 
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measured? It is with the solution of this problem that we see the later 
Wisdom literature in particular struggling.® The contribution of the 
Chronicler seems to us pretty unsatisfactory: but it has to be appreciated 
that, in the great dilemma (the last possible point where Jahweh’s 
activity could still reach a king was the granting or withholding of 
solemn burial!), he never let himself on any consideration be forced 
from the position that Jahweh confronted each generation quite im¬ 
mediately and with his whole revelation. Admittedly, in proportion 
as the Chronicler strove to assign to each generation complete immedi¬ 
acy to Jahweh, he lost sight of the understanding of the history of 
Israel as a unity, in the way that was still alive for the Deuteronomist. 
His picture threatens to disintegrate into a large number of single 
actions of Jahweh. 

The Chronicler’s account of the history starts with David. This at 
the same time gives the keynote for the most important theme in the 
whole work, for what does it contain apart from David? Without 
David there would not even be the Levitical offices, in which the 
writer has so great an interest. Now, the picture which the Chronicler 
draws of David is admittedly very different from the one given in 
II Samuel. But this is of course in no way surprising, since we have 
seen how far the picture of David given by the Deuteronomist already 
diverges from the old sources.^ The reader is now told nothing about 
David’s rise to power or his chequered activities in Judah and with the 
Philistines, nothing about Bathsheba, and nothing about his humiliation 
due to Absalom’s rebellion. The David of Chronicles is a spotless holy 
king who delivers solemn orations. He and his sons do not rule in 
Israel, but in the “kingdom of Jahweh” (iChron. xxvin. 5 )—^according 
to iChron. xxix. 23 Solomon occupies “the throne of Jahweh” 
(similarly in iiChron. ix. 8 , xiii. 8 ). We saw earlier that it has to be 
granted that the old idea of the nature of the Davidic dynasty remains 
unaltered by these formulae*; but when the Chronicler-going to 

® See below, pp. 443f 

^ “See what Chronicles has made out of David! The founder of the kingdom has 
become the founder of the Temple and the public worship, the king and hero at the 
head of his companions in arms has become the singer and master of ceremonies at 
the head of a swarm of priests and Levites ; his clearly cut figure has become a feeble 
holy picture, seen through a cloud of incense.” This famous criticism by Wellhausen 
[Prologomena, p, i 82) does not correspond to the facts of the case to the extent that the 
Chronicler on his part inherited this very much changed picture of David. See above, 
p. 345, but also n Sam. vii. 2 and i Kings v. 17. ® See above, p. 321. 
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some extent beyond his literary originals—emphasises them to such a 
degree, he is expressing something which must have been important 
for himself and for his age; that is, in his miserable age when there 
were no kings, the Chronicler is the guardian of the messianic tradition. 
If-again revising his originals- —he made the Nathan prophecy pene¬ 
trate right down into the post-exilic period, then he was obviously still 
waiting for its fulfilment.® We may certainly read off the picture of the 
one whom he awaited from his great original David-he would be a 
king in whose hands two offices, the royal and the priestly, were united. 
Not that he would himself function as priest: but he would look on the 
care of the sanctuary and the ordering of sacral offices as the first of his 
main duties. David was of course the instigator of the building of the 
Temple (iChron. xxnff.) and-a second Moses-he had “the pattern” 
(n"33n) ready and handed it over to Solomon (iChron. xxvm. iif., 
Ex. XXV. 9, 40) ; he had-again a second Moses-called upon 
Israel to make a “heave offering,” a freewill offering (iChron. xxix. 
3f.; cf. Ex. XXV. ifF., XXXV. 4 ff.). This confluence of the pictures of 
Moses and David at so late a time is very interesting, but the differences 
in the new formulation of the tradition are unmistakable. The Priestly 
Document had dealt with the erection of the Tabernacle before which 
the sons of Aaron officiated. David busies himself with the Ark and sets 
up new offices for those who had hitherto been its bearers, the Levites.^® 
The Chronicler achieves this clear demarcation of the Levitical ark 
tradition over against the Aaronic and Zadokite tent tradition by 
separating Ark and Tabernacle from one another and by drawing 
important conclusions from the separate existence of the two cultic 
objects in the time of Solomon. In Solomon’s day the Tabernacle still 
stood in Gibeon, and the priests acted there with their sacrifices 
(iChron. xxi. 28 f.; II Chron. i. 1 - 6 ); but the Ark had already been 
transferred to Jerusalem. With the transfer the function of the Levites 
as its bearers was at an end. At this time then David solemnly trans¬ 
formed the Levites’ office, which had been connected with the Ark, 
by committing to them the praises of Jahweh (1 Chron. vi. 16 [ 31 ], 

® The prophecy of Nathan spoke of the descendants “who shall come forth from 
your loins” (nSam. vn. 12) ; but with the Chronicler it is the descendants “who shall 
come forth from thy sons” (i Chron. xvn. n). 

i®His interest in the Ark is unmistakable and, at such a late time, remarkable : i Chron. 

VI. 16 [ 31 ], xm-xvn, xxii. I 9 ,xxvni. 2, 18; ii Chron. i. 4, v. 2, vi. ii, 4.1, viii. ii, 
XXXV. 3. 
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XVI.iff.). Of course, as is well known, these praises sung by thcLevites 
give the whole cultic theology of Chronicles its characteristic tone, 
since this theology strikes the note of joy and thanksgiving without any 
discord. How different is the Priestly Document! In consequence we 
must not see in Chronicles in its present form simply the deposit of the 
theology of the post-exilic community as a whole, but only one of a 
particular trend, that of the Levitical Temple singers.il 

A comparison of the Chronicler’s historical work with, the Deu- 
teronomist’s is difficult to carry into effect for the reason that the two 
works are so very different in purpose. The Deuteronomistic history 
was a great confession of guilt, for the construction of which the whole 
history of the monarchy was mustered. The Chronicler wrote in order 
to legitimate cultic offices founded by David, and in so doing he 
showed himself to be a representative of the messianic tradition as such. 
Nevertheless, the great difference in the understanding of the law in 
the two works calls for comparison. For the Deuteronomist, the law 
by which he assessed Israel along with her kings was the torah, that is, 
the summation of Jahweh’s turning to Israel in salvation. On this 
revealed will of Jahweh as it had been formulated in Deuteronomy, 
Israel had made shipwreck. In the Chronicler too we find this spiritual 
understanding which still comprehends the law as a unity. 12 But a very 
much more formal and external mode of reference is commoner, 
namely in the many cases where he speaks of the correspondence of a 
certain cultic usage with a canonical ritual regulations^ Here a dubious 
understanding of the law is proclaimed. Is this still a law understood 
spiritually? Or is it not rather a very much more disjointed law, one 
which in fact has already become a matter of its letter, and which is 
composed of many ritual prescriptions taken absolutely? Here, under¬ 
standing of the unity of the revelation of Jahweh is manifestly waning 
away.^^ The case of the concept of election is still more dubious. The 

A point recently raised by Rudolph (Ch ronikbiichery pp. xvf.) against Noth. It 
can of course be shown that the earliest version of Chronicles was not as yet aware 
of this advance of the Levitical singers and their claim; G von Rad: Das GeschkhtshiJd 
des chronistischenWerheSy Stuttgart 1930 , pp. i 02 fF. 

^^iChron. xxii. 12 ; ii Chron. xii. i, xiv. 3 [ 4 ], xv. 3, xxxv. 26. 

^^iChron. xvi. 40; ii Chron. vm. 13, xxm. 18, xxx. 5 , xxxi. 3, xxxv. 12 ; Ezra 
III. 2, 4. 

The obverse of this understanding of the law is an equally suspicious optimism 
that it can be fulfilled, as expressed for example in the speech of Ring Abijah in 
II Chron. wi. lofF. 
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Chronicler uses the verb ^113 without literary precedent eleven times: 
but the objects of this divine election are the king, the place for the 
cult, or the tribe of Levi. The term was never employed in this way 
in earlier times. However to the Chronicler these specific acts of elec¬ 
tion were more important than the one act of the election of Israel.^® 
Is not this too a disjointed election, especially when we bear in mind 
that the Chronicler says nothing at all about the election of Israel— 
he does not even know of a Covenant theology. Where then for him 
does the saving relationship which Jahweh vouchsafed to Israel begin? 
It is presupposed as already in existence with David, the point at which 
his account of the story begins. Thus, it really appears as if the choice 
of Jerusalem or of Levi was more important in his eyes than the choice 
of Israel! However, it would be wrong to think solely of the Chronicler’s 
interest in ritual matters and in the legitimation of sacral offices. In his 
judgment of the important figures of the past, the standard he employs 
is whether they trusted Jahweh and called upon him in times of need, 
whether they “turned to Jahweh” and “sought Jahweh.”^'^ The term 
miTE;“n is very old, and originates in the technique of the oracle. 
But later, during the period of the monarchy, in the struggle with the 
Canaanite nature religion, they got an axiomatic and exclusive sense— 
to turn to Jahweh was to avow the God of Israel, while to turn to other 
gods was to disavow him.^® But what has the Chronicler in mind when 
he uses this formula at a time when the struggle with the Baal cult had 
long been decided? For the Chronicler, how far did “turning to Jahweh” 
include an act of avowal? We can answer the question from the speech of 
Abijah in n Chron. xi 11 , which in general seems to be a brief compend¬ 
ium of the Chronicler’s theology. Attachment to Jahweh proved itself 
both in the recognition of and attachment to his cultic place, Jerusalem, 
and in the maintenance of the ancient traditional cultic regulations. 
Obviously, Israel’s confession lost in content through this attachment to 

I Chron. xv. 2 (Levi), xxvm. 4 (David); n Chron. vn. 12 , 16, xn. 13, xXxm.l 
(Temple), xxix.n (priests). 

In connexion with these phenomena of theological dissolution, mention can 
also be made of the concept of “rest.” In Deuteronomy it was the saving blessing par 
excellence which Jahweh had promised Israel (see above, p. 223). In Chronicles it is 
a gift which was offered bit by bit to individual kings and their times (i Chron. xxii. g; 
II Chron. xv. 15, xx. 30). 

Miraculous hearing of prayer, n Chron. xni.i3fF., xxv. 8fF. [9fF.], xxxn. 20 . 

I Chron. xxii. 19, xxvm. 9; n Chron. xii. 14, xiv. 3, 6, xv. I2f., xvi. 12, xx. 3, 
XXII. 9, XXVI. 5 ; Ezra vi. 21 . 
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external things; but on the other hand the attitude taken to wholly 
external orders-over against the Samaritans, for example-could as 
well have become a statusconfessionis. Thus, still many a theological 
scruple may steal over the reader who takes it all into consideration. 
Certainly, what Is most serious of all is the denial of the realities of 
human life, the "extent [to which] the veil is drawn over the scandalous 
falls of saints.”!* But with it all we must always ask whether a theology 
which saw Israel's existence in the eyes of Jahweh as so strongly con¬ 
ditioned by praise could have strayed so very far from the proper road. 

J. Wellliausen, Prolegomena, p. 178 . 


C H APTER D 

ISRAEL BEFORE JAHWEH 

(Israel’s Answer) 

I. METHODOLOGICAL PRECONSIDERATION 

F we reduce the comprehensive accounts of her history which 
Israel wrote to what is basic theologically, that is, to those actions 
of Jahweh which were constitutive for Israel, the result is as follows : 
Jahweh twice intervened in Israel's history in a special way, to lay a 
basis of salvation for his people. The first was in the complex of acts 
which are gathered together in the avowal made by the canonical 
saving history (that is, from Abraham to Joshua), the other was in the 
confirmation of David and histhronefor all time. Round the first 
datum-lsrael became the people of Jahweh and received the promised 
land-lies the Hexateuch with its wealth of traditions, to unfold this 
work of Jahweh adequately and to interpret it. The other, the choice 
of David and his throne, became the point of crystallisation and the 
axis for the historical works of the Deuteronomist and the Chronicler. 
No doubt, according to Israel's faith, Jahweh had also accompanied 
his People beyond these complexes at every hour and in every place, 
and had everywhere shown himself lord of her history. But this was 
something different— ^it was going on with the building on a foundation 
already laid, not laying a foundation itself. On these two saving data 
rested the whole of Israel's existence beforejahweh. Even the prophets 
in their proclamation of the new creation of Israel cannot hark back to 
any other than them, the covenant at Sinai and the covenant with David. 

When these saving acts had happened to her, Israel did not keep 
silent: not only did she 'repeatedly take up her pen to recall these acts 
of Jahweh to her mind in historical documents, but she also addressed 
Jahweh in a wholly personal way. She offered praise to him, and asked 
him questions, and complained to him about all her sufferings, for 
Jahweh had not chosen his people as a mere dumb object of his will in 
history, but for converse with him. This answer of Israel's, which we 
gather for the most part from the Psalter, is theologically a subject in 
itself It shows us how these acts affected Israel, and how Israel on 
her side accepted and understood this existence in immediacy with 
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Jahweh and in proximity to him, that is, the steps which, in this 
proximity to Jahweh, she took to justify or to be ashamed of herself, 
in her own eyes and before Jahweh. But it also shows how in this 
intercourse with Jahweh Israel was revealed to herself and how she 
pictured herself when she came before Jahweh to speak to him. Here 
then if anywhere can we hope that the basic features of a theological 
doctrine of man will become clear-that is, that we may see the picture 
of man set over against the living God, and not merely a variant of the 
many pictures which man has made of himself. Recently the attempt 
has often been made to reproduce the picture which the Old Testament 
draws of man by means of summoning up all the material in any way 
relevant. This can be done, and it is absolutely necessary for the under¬ 
standing of the texts. But still it is doubtful whether with this picture 
of a being made up of flesh 0^2) and life (K?£33), an embodiment of a 
collective rather than of an individual in our sense of the word, one 
curiously incapable of forming abstract concepts, completely and abso¬ 
lutely dependent on the deity and surrendered to his will, sinful, yet 
able to find expiation, etc .-it is doubtful whether more can be got from 
this picture of man than just a variant of the understanding of man 
generally common in the ancient East. Such a neutral method of taking 
a cross-section can hardly produce more than this, unless some special 
features in the direction of the relationship to God become visible. 
But in fact, in the course of her converse with Jahweh Israel did make 
further striking statements about herself over and above those general 
concepts of man which theologically do not amount to much. The way 
in which she saw herself before God, and pictured herself before him, 
is worth the highest attention theologically. In what follows we shall 
have to keep our eyes firmly fixed on this aspect of her answer. 

2. THE PRAISES OF ISRAEL 

Ceaseless was the praise which Israel offered up to Jahweh. That late 
period which gave to the Psalter the title t^hillim even understood the 
totality of what Israel said by way of prayer, including the many 
psalms of lamentation and the more didactically meditative ones, as 
one single polyphony of praise to God. 

The most ancient song of praise was probably the song of victory 
in the tents of the righteous, celebrating Jahweh’s acts of deliverance. 
The song at the Red Sea (Ex. xv) preserves the memory of a sheer 
miracle-Jahweh threw horse and rider into the sea, and never an 
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Israelite had the slightest hand in the matter. It is different with the 
Song of Deborah (Jg. v). Certainly, it portrays Jahweh’s coming to 
battle with great poetic force. But, strangely enough, the Song has 
hardly any thought about the way in which God intervened-the clans 
who were present “came to the help ofjahweh” (Jg. v. 23 ), and a mere 
woman slew the leader of the enemy’s army.l 

But it was above all in worship that Israel extolled Jahweh’s acts in 
history. The hymns which take history as their subject obviously 
depend on a picture of the saving history which already possessed 
canonical validity at a very early time, and whose original form lies 
before us in the Credo of Deut. xxvi. 5 fF. or in Josh. xxiv. 2 fF. The 
simplest, and probably also the oldest, form of the hymn was the 
almost unconnected enumeration of the bare facts of creation and of the 
saving history which still lie before us as paradigms in Ps. cxxxvi.^ 
But in the course of an epic widening out of those facts, the poems did 
not confine themselves solely to enumerating and glorifying the acts 
of Jahweh; they also made Israel and her attitude, yes, and her failure 
as well, the object of their meditation (cf. Ps. CVi).^ In the process the 
hymn receives a sombre tone; and in proportion as interest in the sin 
of Israel increased in them, their mood changed greatly, and they 
became sombre confessions of Israel’s failure and of Jahweh’s judgment 
(Ps. LXXViii).AII the same, they did not lose their character of praises 
in the process, for in old Israel praise could act as confession in a 
variety of ways. The verb miH, which we generally translate as “to 
praise,” properly means “to confess,” “to accept,” and always refers 
to a preceding divine datum.'* If Israel made confession of Jahweh’s acts 
in history, then, especially when this was done in artistic form, it was 
simply an act of praise. But Israel (and the ancient East) was acquainted 
with still another and quite different avowal which glorified God, 
namely, that which referred to one of God’s acts in judgment. In this 
case we term it a doxology of judgment .6 The best example of it is 

^ Jahweh inspired the fighters to take part and made even the stars join in the fight. 
Jg. V. 20. 

2 Pss. LXXVII. 16ff. [i 5 fE], cv, cxiv,cxxxv. See above, pp. i2ifF. 

® This has already been mentioned: see p. 283. 

* H. Grimme in Z,A. W 1940-1, pp. 234fF. 

® F. Horst, “Die Doxologien im Amosbuch,” in Z.A.W., 19 ^ 9 * pp. 45^5 0. 
Michel, in 77i. IT.B.N.T., vol. v, pp. 201 ff. The material from comparative religion 
—^Lydian and Phrygian expiatory texts (inscriptions on steles) from the ist century 
A.D.-is given in F. Steinleitner, D ie Beicht rw Zusammenhang mit der sakralen Recks- 


O.T.T.—13 
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Achan’s act of praise before his execution. Jahweh had made his wrath 
with Israel plain to see; Achan was ascertained to be the guilty one and 
was therefore enjoined before execution to “give glory to God” and 
make a confession (nmn, Josh. VII. 19). Through the doxology of 
judgment the guilty person not only acknowledged the justice of his 
punishment: his confession also had a very concrete significance in 
sacral law, for the action against him was thereby brought to an end 
(1 Kings vni. 33). The situation in Ezra x. yfF. is very similar. The com¬ 
munity realises that it is lying under the “fierce wrath of Jahweh” (vs. 
14), and it also knows the reason: it has therefore to make an act of 
glorifying God (nmn, VS. 11). Nebuchadnezzar’s great decree to the 
nations begins with the praise of the most high God; then it goes on, in 
the personal style using “I,” to give an account of the king’s trespass and 
punishment (Dan. In. 3 i-iv. 34[lv]) : the whole is a typical doxology of 
judgment. Its real purpose is publicly to glorify the power and justice of 
the deity. The same is true of the very highly stylised prayers in Neh. ix 
and Dan. ix, and especially of Ezra ix with the characteristic conclusion, 
“Jahweh, the God of Israel, thou art just , • (vs. 15). 

Again, “I give thanks to thee, Jahweh, for thou wast angry with me, 
thy anger turned away and thou hast comforted me. Behold, the God of 
my salvation; I trust and am not afraid. Verily, Jahweh is my strength 
and my song: he has become my salvation” (Is. Xil.if.) :this too is a 
doxology of judgment, though it stresses only one aspect, for the man 
praying makes avowal of a punitive act of God which is however now 
over and done with, because Jahweh has again shown himself as com¬ 
forter. In such cases the term “avowal” can thus have a certain ambiva- 

pjlege i n der Antike, LeipzigipiS.A touching example from the Old Egyptian religious 
community is the prayer of a labourer to “the mountain top.” “I am an ignorant man 
who has no understanding and who cannot distinguish between good and evil. I once 
offended against the mountain top and it punished me; day and night am I in its 
hands. I sit on the brick like a woman with child; I call to the wind, but it does not 
come to me. I prayed to the mighty mountain top and to every god and every 
goddess. See, I say to great and small who are in the group of labourers. Be humble 
towards the mountain top, for a lion dwells in the mountain top; the mountain top 
smites as the wild-eyed lion smites and pursues him who sins against it. I called to my 
goddess, and then I found that she came to me like refreshing wind; she was gracious 
to me, after she had shown me the power of her hand. She turned to me graciously, 
and she made me disregard my sufferings and was my wind. Verily, the mountain 
top is kindly, when one calls to it. Nofer Abu declares it and says: verily, hear, all ye 
ears that are on earth: be humble towards the mountains of the west.” G. Boeder, 
Urkundenzur Religion desalten Agypten, Jena 1915,p.57. 


359 

lence-in accepting a justly imposed judgment, the man confesses his 
transgression, and he clothes what he says in the mantle of an avowal 
giving God the glory. The essence of this and of every act of praise is 
that in all circumstances it declares God to be in the right. But wc must 
always bear in mind that ancient Israel had very many more possibilities 
open to her for this glorifying recognition of the power and holiness 
and righteousness of God. Extreme examples are the extravagant 
hymns into which Job launches in his despair when face to face with the 
inaccessibility and hiddenness of God.® Israel also knows praise from the 
depths-indeed, it is God himself who “gives these songs in the night” 
(Job XXXV. 10 ). 

The genre which Gunkel called “thanksgivings of the individual” is 
also closely related to the hymn, in that these also are avowals of Jah¬ 
weh in purest form."^ They too refer to an actual event, namely, the 
deliverance experienced in the person’s life (the “thanksgiving” is 
therefore the bright counterpart of the much more sombrely attired 
“doxology of judgment”). Accordingly, the thanksgiving also always 
contains in one form or another an account of things that had actually 
taken place; the man praying was in trouble, he prayed, he promised 
a sacrifice to Jahweh and made a vow (Ps. LXVi.i3fF.), and Jahweh 
helped him. But in his avowal he does not primarily address Jahweh, 
as might have been supposed, but the community. Obviously he has 
an urgent desire to pass on to the community what he himself has 
experienced in the intimate depths of his own personal life, for all 
who are in a similar situation should do as he has done, cast them¬ 
selves upon Jahweh. It is as if the deliverance was vouchsafed to the 
individual only in order that he should pass it on to the community, 
as if it belonged not to the man himself, but to the community. Eor him 
everything depends on his “not being silent” (Ps. xxx. 13), and on the 
avowal being made “in the great congregation” (Ps. xxii. 23, 26 
[22, 25], XXXV. 18 , xL.lof.[ 9 f.]. Only in the community do knowledge 
of such divine acts and their glorification have their proper place.* 

• Job IX. 3fF. , Xn. g-25, XXVI. 5-13. 

^ On the songs of thanksgiving see Gunkel and Begrichf Einleitung in 6 \ePsalm€n, 
pp. 26 $S, We have retained the old designation “songs of thanksgiving,” but cf. 
the criticism of it in C. Westermann, Das Loben Gottes in denPsalmen, henceforth 
cited as Loben G Ottes, Berlin 1954, pp. yff. 

® The appeal to the community has very often practically the intention of teaching, 
and then it is couched in the form of didactic maxims: Pss. xxxi. 24 f. [ 23 f.], xxxn. 6fF., 
XXXIV. I2ff*. [llff!], XL. 5 [ 4 ], XLI. 2 [I]; Jon. II. 9 [8]. 
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Besides the saving history, the other great theme in the hymns of the 
Old Testament is the action of Jahweh in nature. If Israel spoke of the 
creation of the world in her praise, in contrast with the theologically 
much more cautious Priestly Document, this praise used, for the most 
part unhesitatingly, the strongly mythological concepts of the struggle 
with the Chaos dragon®: Jahweh rebuked the waters of Chaos (Ps. civ. 
7), in fact, he crushed them (Pss. Lxxiv. i 3 f.,LXXXix.iof.[ 9 f.]; Job xxvi. 

I off.). Elsewhere it is the marvel of the immediately creative word of 
command which is glorified (Ps. xxxiii. 6 , 9). The older hymns, of 
which of course few examples remain for us, appreciated rather the 
miraculous and indeed the destructive aspect of the relationship of 
Jahweh with the world. The most imposing example of this archaic 
form of praise is in Ps. xxix, where it is said that in seven thunderclaps 
Jahweh’s storm falls upon the earth in destruction-“but in his palace 
all cry ‘Glory'/’ This verse, 9 ^, is the key-verse of the whole psalm-it 
leads us away from the commotions on the earth up to the heavenly 
sanctuary where the company of the heavenly beings recognises and 
glorifies these very occurrences on the earth as a revelation of the glory 
of Jahweh. But utterances like these, which touch upon the incompre¬ 
hensible element in Jahweh’s action, continued right down into the 
later hymns as well-Jahweh looks upon the earth, and it trembles : 
he touches the mountains, and they smoke (Ps. civ. 32), he removes 
mountains, scares the earth, so that its pillars tremble, and forbids the 
rising of the sun (Job IX. 4fF.). It is understandable that it is especially 
the hymns in the Book of Job which particularly emphasise this side 
of the divine action. In this context there is an extreme utterance in 
Deutero-Isaiah (xLV.7), where in a hymn Jahweh is praised as “creat¬ 
ing” (K-Q) darkness and woe. But on the whole, the later hymns are 
much more directed towards “the gentle footsteps of his day,”^® that 
is, towards Jahweh’s wondrous will for order and regularity in the 
world-the course of the stars, the diverse aspects of the weather, and the 
blessing of the harvest ripening on the earth. To be sure, this was not 
hidden from earlier Israel either, as is shown by the first part of Ps. XIX 
and in particular by the blessing which the Jahwist records in Gen. viii. 
22 after the Flood. Yet one cannot help seeing that in these later songs 
a profound change has come over the way of thinking, for they echo 
a stronger and more rational endeavour at understanding which is also 

® H. Gunkel, Schopfung und Chaos in Urzeit und Endzeit, pp. 29 - 114 , is still up to 

date. Goethe, Faust, Prologue i. 24 . 
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interested in the teclinical side of Jahwcli’s action in nature-the way 
the earth’s disc is made stable upon the waters of Chaos, where the 
snow comes from, the tides of the sea, the ways of the animal world, 
etc. Just follow out the sequence of thought in Ps. civ. Jahweh set a 
limit to the waters of Chaos; but he brought them back into a kindly 
use as springs and streams in the created world (the mountains were 
watered by the rain from above). The springs are for the animals and 
the plants, the verdure of the earth gives food for man, the trees are 
for the birds, and the mountains for the rock-badgers. The stars deter¬ 
mine the seasons, of which the night season is made over to the wild 
beasts, but the day, in contrast, is man’s, for his work, etc. What is 
expressed here is obviously a completely enlightened and, in fact, 
already scientific way of thinking which gazes with astonishment on a 
world in which myth has ceased to have the slightest part.^^ So it is 
not in the least surprising that this poetry worked hand in hand with 
the science of its day, namely the statistics of natural philosophy-it 
took both the subject of its praises and its order directly from the great 
encyclopaedias, the so-called Onomastica}^ But all this ought not to be 
taken in the wrong sense, as if these poems were the products of 
rationalism as it is popularly understood, or bore witness to a rational 
view of nature in which religion is only a trimming. On the contrary: 
all their utterances contain credenda; they show the world as it stands 
revealed before God and as God sees it. The intention of Ps. civ, which 
is in many respects paradigmatic, is indeed to show how the whole 
world is open to God-in every moment of its existence it requires to be 
sustained by God, everything “waits” on him (vs. 27 ); and it also 
receives this sustenance all the time. Were Jahweh to turn away from 
the world even for just one moment, then its splendour would immedi¬ 
ately collapse (vs. 29). 

The creation and preservation of the world by Jahweh was certainly 
one of the principal subjects of the hymns of the Old Testament, but 
it was not their last word. Praise still had something special to say about 
the world over and above this. Since it was so wonderfully created by 
Jahweh and is so wonderfully preserved, it has a splendour of its own, 
from which praise and witness issue: in other words the world is not 
only an object which calls forth praise, but is at the same time also the 

Ps. CIV. 3, 5 ; Job XXVI. 7, xxxvin. 22 - 8 , xxxvi.27ff,xxxix.iff. 

G . von Rad, “Hiob 38 und die altagyptischc Weisheit,” in Vet. Test., Suppl. 
in ( 1955 ), pp. 293 fF., reprinted in Ges. Studietty pp. 262ff. 














THEOLOGY OF ISRAEL’S TRADITIONS 


ISRAEL BEFORE JAHWEH 


362 

subject which utters it. “All thy works praise (confess) thee,” “the 
heavens praise (confess) thy wonders” (Pss. cxlv.io, lxxxix. 6 [ 5 ]). 
The later hymns point quite assiduously to those spheres which are 
remote from the community and which lie altogether outside the cult— 
the ends of the earth, the sea, the islands, the wildcress, the dwellers 
in the desert of Arabia; what do these know of Jahweh and his people? 
And yet from all of them issues praise (Is. XLil. 10-12). But this idea is 
in no sense a fruit of reflexion by later theologians-Isaiah himself 
heard the seraphim saying that “the glory of Jahweh fills the whole 
world” (Is. VI. 3 ), and from this it can be deduced that this theme was 
already current in the pre-exilic hymns. 

The most detailed treatment of this kerygma issuing unceasingly from 
the heavens and the fumament is the first part of Ps. xix. Indeed, it even 
insists on the undoubted legitimacy of this witness : day and night are 
passing it on from creation down to today-an absolutely unbroken 
chain of tradition. It was only a very much later era which became con¬ 
scious, in connexion with this psalm, of the theological problem of the 
double witness to Jahweh “in nature-and history.” And so the psalm had 
appended to it for theological considerations what seems such an in- 
appropriate continuation, the praise of the torah (vss. 8 ff. [yff-])* This 
addition is obviously intended to supplement the old song theologically: 
indeed, it perhaps also voices a certain doubt-however matters stand 
with this witness issuing from the created world, this kerygrna is never¬ 
theless a silent one (vs. 4 a [3<»]) ; therefore Israel’s praise is directed by 
Jahweh’s historical self-revelation given peculiarly to herself. Job says 
something similar when he concludes praise of Jahweh’s acts as Creator 
with the words: 

“Lo, these are (but) the outskirts of his ways, 

and (only) what a whisper do we hear of him ! 

But the thunder of his power-who understands that?” 

(xxvi. 14 ) 

As can well be understood, such questions could come up only on the 
margin in the sphere of praise. The theological Wisdom literature was 
the first to put the problem of whether God can be discerned in nature 
in a more basic way.^® - 

In this context brief mention needs also to be made of that group of 
psalms which obviously formed the central point of a special cultic 
Cf. Job xxviii. 28 ; Ecclesiasticus xxiv. 7-8. 
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procedure, the Enthronement Psalms. 14 These are poems which are 
much more limited in subject-matter than the hymns, since their main 
subject is the manifestation of Jahweh as king, and their most striking 
characteristic the cultic shout, “Jahweh has become king” 

The details of the festival, and in particular the time at which it took 
place, are still debated, but it is probable that it celebrated in dramatic 
form Jahweh’s rule over the world, and that it was a festival when joy 
was at its height.^® God went up with a shout: the nations are to clap 
their hands thereat, and a new song is to be sung because of it. The 
powers which Jahweh forced down are partly the chaotic powers of 
the cosmos, partly the nations in the political sphere. It is striking how 
in these impassioned poems what is peculiar to Israel and her existence 
-saving history, election, the covenant, etc.-falls into the background. 
The Enthronement Psalms are the least “Israelite” poems, and on that 
account depend much more than the rest do on the interpretation of the 
Psalter as a whole. Zion and its gladness are certainly mentioned once 
(Ps. xevn. 8), and once too there is even mention of the priesthood of 
Moses and Aaron (Ps. xcix. 6 f.). But it is just these odd references which 
make us properly conscious of how unconnected with history, and 
how “cosmic” and universal, is the outlook of these psalms. The sub¬ 
jects here are Jahweh and the world, Jahweh and the gods, Jahweh and 
the nations—it is the moment ofjahweh’s appearance to the world that 
these songs celebrate. This therefore differentiates them theologically 
from the hymns, which were more retrospective in their praise of 

The literature on the Enthronement Psalms threatens to grow beyond all bounds. 
H. J. Kraus, Die Konigsherrschaft Gottes im Alien Testament, Tubingen 1951 , gives the 
older literature; S. Mowinckel, Offersang og Sangoffer^ Oslo i 95 i, pp. iisff. A review 
of the Scandinavian literature is given by A. Bentzen in TA. /?., 1948-9, pp. 3178** 
The number too of the poems which are to be designated as Enthronement Psahns 
is differently given by different people. If the circle is narrowly drawn, then Pss. 
xivn, xcm, xcvi, xcvn, xcvm, xcix certai niy fall within it. 

“ After the conviction had become fairly well established that there was such a festi¬ 
val in the pre-exilic monarchical period, H. J. Kraus again pleaded for the dependence 
of the Enthronement Psahns on Deutero-Isaiah (especially Is. lii. 7-10). 

This is undoubtedly connected with the fact that precisely in these poems Israel 
came under the stimulus of foreign models both as regards style and content. The 
best known to us is the Babylonian Enthronement Eestival in the epic of the creation 
of the world (especially Tablet 4). Eor this cf. Zimmem, Das Babylonische Neujahrfest, 
Leipzig 1926. But it is doubtful if the Babylonian model influenced Israel directly. 
Probably the stimuli originated in the much nearer Canaanite civilisation, in which too, 
as the Ras Shamra texts show, an Enthronement Eestival of the god was solemnised. 
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Jahweh as creator and as the one who directs the saving history; for the 
Enthronement Psalms revolve round a single event which is still going 
on and is already half present —admittedly, its full realisation is still a 
thing in the future, but details of its further course and its completion 
are already beginning to stand out clearly.^’ 

Here-that is, in the cult and in the praise of Jahweh, and of his acts 
and manifestations-Israel also encountered in its highest form the 
reality of the Beautiful.^® Every people and culture is vouchsafed a 
specific experience of the Beautiful. Quite certainly there is no particu¬ 
lar significance in many of the statements which ancient Israel made 
about beauty; and the reason why there is nothing characteristic in 
them is that they move on the plane of the experience of beauty com¬ 
mon to all men. Like all civilised peoples, Israel was aware of the 
beauty of man and of his bodily form (Gen. vi. 2, xii. ii,xxiv. 16, 
XXXIX. 6 and oftener); she was aware of the beauty of the moon (Song 
of Sol. VI. lo); like others, she was able to sense a speech, or a form of 
expression and language, as beautiful (Prov. xv. 26 , XVI, 24 ; Ezek. 
XXXIII. 32 ). But where the primitive imitative instinct in Israel created 
works of art on a great scale, the case is already different. Eor pleasure 
in artistic imitation was no less strong in her than in any other people 
of antiquity. Israel’s artistic charisma lay in the realm of narrative and 
poetry. (About her music, we are not in a position to speak.) It was 
especially in her monumental achievements in narrative, that with the 
most sparing use of any artistic means she rose to a spirituality of rare 
magnitude (for every form and every coming into form of a work of 
art is ever a mystery of the spirit).^® The artistic peculiarity of Israel’s 

Contrary to what he formerly thought, Mowinckel too has emphasised the 
eschatological element in these psalms. See Offersang og SangoffeTf Oslo I95i» pp. 183ff. 

No aesthetic of the Old Testament or of the ancient East has as yet been written. 
There are a few allusions to it in T. Bon-ran, H ebrew Thought compared with Greek, 
trans. Jules L. Moreau, London i 960 , pp. 74 fF. Cf. as well C. Westermann, “Biblische 
Asthetik,” in D ie Zeichen der Zeit, Berlin 1950, p. 277. 

^^T,}:hcckeT,Schdnheit, Leipzig 1953, p. 137. In this connexion we keep coming 
up against the odd misconception that the second commandment killed off all 
artistic activity in the sphere of religion. The truth is that in the act of making Jahweh 
and the splendour of his manifestation and his working visible in poetry, Israel was 
more daring than any other people. And it is just the prophets, who knew more about 
the nature of idolatry than anyone else, who go furthest in representing Jahweh in 
aesthetic images. That Israel had no images as objects of worship is quite a difFerent 
thing. There are many images ofjahweh in her hymns, but no worship was offered to 
them: instead, they were themselves the expression of the worship of Jahweh. 
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poems undoubtedly stands in a very close relationship to her faith, 
from which in the last analysis it received its stamp, though it is hardly 
possible any longer to ascertain the relationship scientifically. Eor it is 
faith which creates for itself the form and the style.^® But we are still 
far from being able to comprehend the ancient Hebrew mode of 
narrative and the poetic ability to make history present to the reader 
as a theological phenomenon. Admittedly, as far as we can see, Israel 
lacked all critical reflexion on the phenomenon of beauty and on 
artistic reproduction as such-she persisted in standing right down to 
the last in sheer naive experience.Her most intensive encounter with 
beauty was in the religious sphere, in the contemplation of Jahweh’s 
revelation and action; and because of this concentration of the experi¬ 
ence of beauty upon the credenduy Israel occupies a special place in the 
history of aesthetics. Starting once again from Ps. erv, no one can fail 
to see that its subjects are not communicated in objective terms, but 
with every evidence of joyful emotion. Now this pondering upon and 
picturing of the ways of God in creation not only enriched faith’s 
insights for Israel, but it also gave her at all times a great delectari. All 
her hymns, all her songs of victory and all her artistically shaped narra¬ 
tives testify to the fact that she perceived a strong aesthetic element as 
well in the actions wrought by Jahweh. Indeed we saw above how 
Israel’s praises were attuned to the tone of Is. vi. 3, and this means that 
in giving glory the people of God already had part in the delectari of the 
angels. But this kind of thing by no means took place only in cultic 
acts of praise : the poems of the Wisdom literature, which is reproached 
with being so sober, brims over with sheer delight in Jahweh’s crea¬ 
tions^-already when the foundation stone of the world was laid the 
choir of angels sang (Job xxxvni. 7). The Wisdom literature finds 
God’s action in spheres remote from men particularly wonderful. 
That he pours forth the rain, the most precious thing in nature’s house¬ 
hold, over the very desert, makes a mockery of all rational economy 
(Job XXXVin. 36). And the charming miniatures of the wild horse (Job 

s® This has been shown by E. Auerbach in a superb comparison of an episode in 
the Odyssey with Gen. xxn. Mimesis, D \eNarhedes 0 dysseus, Bern 1946, pp. yff 

The formula that “Cod is the author of all beauty” (Wis. xm. 3) certainly corre¬ 
sponds to the idea held by earlier Israel, but it nevertheless already reveals a theoretic 
concern with the phenomenon of the beautiful. Lor earlier Israel was not even in 
the position to comprehend “the” beautiful as an abstraction. 

Pss. CIV, cxLvni; Job ix. sfF., xn.9fE, xxvi.5fF.; cf. Ecclesiasticus xim; the 
Song of the Three Men in the Liery Lumace (lxx). 
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XXXIX. i 9 fF.)» and of Behemoth, “which you cannot bind for your 
little girl” (Job xl. 24 ), and of the ostrich, to which “God gave no share 
of understanding” (Job xxxix. 17), all agree that in this creation all is 
splendid, splendid even without purpose. These poems positively over¬ 
flow with an intoxication of beauty which cannot possibly be further 
intensified. But we must say this : admittedly the objects thus contem¬ 
plated are all perfectly real things belonging to our world, but this 
dclectari of Israel was not for their own sake, but only as they became 
visible in their reality in the context of faith, in their relationship to 
God. Therefore for man too, to sing praises is “fair” (“pleasing,” 
“comely,” Ps. xcii. 2. [i], CXLVII, I)-it means aesthetic satisfaction for 
him when he can offer up to God in praise the splendour which God 
granted to the world and man. 

But the highest beauty in all creation was Jahweh’s condescending to 
and entering into Israel’s historical existence.This comes to expression 
first and foremost in the description of theophanies, in which Israel 
took delight from her earliest times right down to the latest writing 
of psalms, and which contain what are probably the most intensified 
statements about beauty in the whole of the Old Testament.^® Jahweh 
shines forth hiph., Deut. xxxm. 2 ; Pss. l. 2, LXXX. 2 [i], xcn. i), 
his brightness (HM, Ps. xvm. 13 [ 12 ]; Hab. iii. 4) appears, dark clouds 
are about his feet, brightness goes out from him (Ps. xvm. 10 , 13 
[ 9 . 12 ]), the earth trembles, the age-old mountains split asunder (Hab. 
III. 6; Jg. V. 4f.), the foundations of the earth are uncovered (Ps. xvm. 
16 [ 15 ]). But even this terror has supreme splendour. He appears in 
this way in order to help his people. Even when Jahweh appears “in 
the glory of his majesty” 03iKa-nn Is. II. 19) for judgment, to cast all 
human vainglory down into the dust, even there the prophets’ eye 
gazes with delight on his self-manifestation and the phenomena which 
accompany it. Isaiah and Zephaniah sing in hymnic style of the final 
theophany at the Day of Jahweh. The descriptions of theophanies are 
undoubtedly the most central subject of an Old Testament aesthetic, 
for they reveal more clearly than all else how the special experience of 

^ Jg. V. 4iF.; Deut. xxxm. zfF. ; Is. xxx. 27 S. ; Mic. i. jf.; Nah. i. ^bS. ; Hab. iii. 3fF.; 
Pss. xvm. SfF. [yfF.], ixvra. 8f. [yf.], xcw. sfF. The large number of descriptions of 
theophanies, and in particular their comparative similarity, is not as yet satisfactorily 
explained (cf. the tables in Westermann, LohenGotteSy p. 66). Are they related to a 
dramatic event in the cult? And how are we to picture them? Cf. A. Weiser, “Die 
Darstelhmg der Theophanie in den Psalmcn und im Festkult,” in Festschrift fur A . 
Bertholet, pp. 51 3^* ^ is. n. lofF.; Zeph. i. i4ff» 
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God undergone by Israel also became normative for the special features 
in the experience of beauty. But beauty was also a characteristic of the 
saving blessings, particularly of the promised land, about whose beauty 
others besides Deuteronomy never tire of speaking (Deut. i. 35 , 111 . 25 , 
vm. 7 , 10 , XI. 12 and frequently, xxvi. 9,15 ; cf. especially Num. xxiv. 

Finally, man finds that he is beautiful, when he can recognise 
himself as an object of the divine pleasure, when God “had lifted up 
his head.”^® A particular subject is the Psalmist’s delight in the “broad 
place,” the spacious scene on which Jahweh has placed those whom he 
blesses.^® There is no doubt about it: Israel felt Jahweh, his revelation, 
and his saving gifts to be beautiful (Ps. CXLV. 5 ). But Israel’s most 
characteristic feature lies in the fact that she accompanied Jahweh’s 
condescension to her, which went even to the point of a divine kenosiSy 
with statements about beauty. Beauty was in the revelation of his will 
(Ps. CXDC passim)y and beauty also belonged to Zion. But what was so 
splendid about the Zion of the monarchical period except that it was 
the object of God’s choice? Yet, because of this fact it was assigned the 
title of “perfect beauty” Ps. L. 2), and is called “the delight 

of all the world” (Ps. XLVin. 3 [ 2 ]). The same holds true for the king, 
who is described as “the fairest of the sons of men” (Ps. XLV. 3 [ 2 ]). But 
it would not be wise to set this emphatic expression in absolute contrast 
to the other, the Servant of God who has no form or beauty (Is. un. 2 ), 
for with the latter as well there is a splendour (otherwise he would not 
be pictured in poetic prose), only it is much more hidden. This bold 
accompaniment of the movement of the hidden God, in which Israel 
was still able to perceive splendour even in the deepest kenosis of God’s 
action, is certainly the most noteworthy characteristic in the Old Testa¬ 
ment’s utterances about beauty.27 

We summarise what has been said in a few provisional propositions : 
(i) For Israel beauty was never something absolute, existing in its own 

^ Pss. III. 4 [3}, XXVII. 6, xxxrv. 6 [5], lii. 10 [g], xcn. n. 

Pss. N. 2 [i], XVIII. 20 , 37 [19,36], XXXI. g [8],cxvin.5. 

But in the late period, probably due to Hellenistic influences, a clearly recognis¬ 
able change begins to appear. The way in which ben Sirach in his “Hymn of the 
Ancestors” takes delight in the figures of history is already passing over into hero- 
worship (Ecclesiasticus XUvfF.). He certainly says in the Proemium that it was God 
who apportioned great glory to them (xLTV. 2) ; but in actual fact these highly praised 
men are very independent subjects of aesthetic estimation. The phrase, “how glorious 
he was when he .,.” (xLVi. 2, XLvra. 4 , l. 5) was foreign to the old story-tellers, 
because they never at all made man the subject of their praise. 
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right, but was always a thing unceasingly bestowed on the world by 
God. (2) Beauty was therefore a datum of fs *( 3 ) Enjoyment of this 
beauty of God is truly present as early as ti. xiymns, and it is most 
certainly present in the utterances of the prophets as something antici¬ 
pated, that is, it is orientated towards an eschatological fulfilment: it is 
perception in faith and faith perceived. (4) Israel perceived splendour 
even in the workings of the divine kenosis and hiddenness. ( 5 ) For Israel 
beauty was something that happened rather than something that 
existed, because she understood it as the result of God’s action and not 
of God’s being. 

If we turn back again to the cultic psalms of praise in the more 
restricted sense and once again ask the question of their Sitz im Lebetiy 
the only references which furnish us with any details are admittedly 
late. But the information which they afford is important for theological 
assessment. After all, there are two passages which let it be very clearly 
seen that the singing of hymns was an accompaniment of the offering 
of sacrifice.^® We should keep this coincidence of the two procedures 
in mind, in order to guard against making the one or the other absolute, 
for only together do they constitute the complete cultic act. There is 
therefore no reason to be dismayed at the purely material aspect of the 
rituals in P, any more than there is for clinging one-sidedly to the 
spirituality of the hymns. There are, however, a few expressions which 
rank the spiritual sacrifice of praise higher than the material sacrifice. 
“He who confesses me in a sacrifice of praise (HTin), honours me” 
(Ps. l.23). “Let my prayer stand as incense before thee, and the lifting 
up of my hands as an evening sacrifice” (Ps. CXLI. 2 , cf XL. yfF. [ 6 fF.], 
L I. lyf. [i 6 f.], Lxix. 3 if. [sof]). The importance of these expressions is 
obvious: but as things still are today, we must beware of seeing in 
them the most valid criticism, and indeed the spiritual “supersession,” 
of worship by blood-sacrifice as such.30 They did not supersede it, and 

^®iiChron. xxix. 25ff. ; Ecclesiasticus L.ll- 18 , 

2 ® “The soul stands before its God freed from the bonds of the cult,” Gunkel and 

Begrich, Einleitung indie Psalmen, p. 278. 

3® Over against this it has to be said that these passages only want to substitute one 
cultic activity for another (Westermann, LobenGotteSyp. 19 ). On th& other hand, it 
would be wrong, as Mowinckel does, to weaken the importance of these statements 
by reference to their provenance, the antagonism of the Temple singers to the priestly 
caste and the latter’s overestimation of their part in the cult. The disputes between 
priests and Levites in the matter of competency which Num. xvi and Chronicles 
allow us to infer, were certainly not edifying. But what would the upshot be if we 
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were not meant to do so. They derive from the traditions of the Temple 
singers, who certainly had good reason for confronting the idea of the 
cult held by the higher-ranking priests with their own somewhat revo¬ 
lutionary one. These utterances were therefore very extreme watch¬ 
words, which their authors certainly also meant to be taken radically, 
and which were well suited to shake people out of the complacency 
which was a constant danger besetting the sacrificial cult. But it is wrong 
to see in them the breakthrough to a general self-evident truth. The 
truth of these utterances lies in their harmony with all the orders and 
“truths” upon which Israel’s worship rested, and from which it built 
itself up and received its complex character. 31 

It still remains for us to notice a fairly large body of expressions 
which set praise in a curious relationship with death-they are those 
which point out very forcibly that there is no praise “in death.”®^ 
Ancient people were obviously disturbed by the fact that there was a 
dimension-nay more, a form of diminished human existence-in 
which praise was no longer possible. With death the individual’s par¬ 
ticipation in the cult was extinguished: the dead stood outwith the orbit 
of the worship ofjahweh, and were therefore also debarred from glori¬ 
fying his deeds.®® Behind all these utterances lies more or less an dvaideia 
(Lk. XI. 18) assailing Jahweh-he is after all acting to his own dis¬ 
advantage in abandoning to death one who gives him honour.®^ We 
have thus stumbled upon one of the strangest propositions in the Old 
Testament’s doctrine of man. Praise is man’s most characteristic mode 

were to measure every insight which flashes out in any dispute merely according to 
the interests which were in debate on the occasion ! And further: the prophets’ 
polemic against the cult should be kept completely separate from these passages. In 
the former it meant obedience to the commandments instead of sacrifice. But here it 
is a matter of the question of what sacrifices are proper. The observance of a cult is 
not at all called in question: only, the sacrifices are spiritualised. But Amos and 
Isaiah rejected the sacrificial hymns too (Am. v. 23 ; Is. 1.1 5). 

®^ See below, pp. 395fF. 

®® Pss. VI. 6 [ 5 ], XXX. 10 [g], LXXXVin.ii£[io£], cxv. 17; Is. xxxviii. 18ff.; Ecclesias¬ 
ticus xvn. 27£ ; c£ Westermann, Loben GotteSy pp. ii6ff. 

®® The religion of ancient Egypt had much happier ideas about the state of the 
dead: “the sleepers all together praise thy beauty when the light of thy countenance 
beams forth. ... Dost thou pay no heed to them, then darkness veils them, and each 
lies once more in his coffin,” Erman, Literature of the Ancient Egyptians, London 1927, 
quoted in Westermann, Loben Gottes, p. 117. Jahwism showed a particular intransi¬ 
gence over against death. Death definitely separated a man from Jahweh. 

®^ Especially Ps. xxx. 10 [ 9 ]. 
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of existence: praising and not praising stand over against one another 
like life and death^®: praise becomes the most elementary “token of 
being alive” that exists®®: from generation to generation the hymns of 
the thanksgiving community flow on (“bubble’’!) (Ps. cxLV.4fE). 

How one-sidedly praise had its home in life and in life alone can be 
seen in the fact that the people of God at praise regarded itself as stand¬ 
ing shoulder to shoulder with the community of the divine beings 
before the throne of Jahweh-to such an extent was it in antiphony 
with the community above that the command to strike up praise could 
even be issued to those above by those below. In this presumptuous 
order to praise the community on earth appears as “the leader of the 
praising universe,”®^ 

3 . THE RIGHTEOUSNESS OF JAHWEH AND OF ISRAEL 

I. There is absolutely no concept in the Old Testament with so central 
a significance for all the relationships of human life as that of 
It is the standard not only for man’s relationship to God, but also for 
his relationships to his fellows, reaching right down to the most 
petty wranglings-indeed, it is even the standard for man’s relationship 
to the animals and to his natural environment. rip'll can be described 
without more ado as the highest value in life, that upon which all life 
rests when it is properly ordered. But what do we mean by it? Theology 
has for long now ingenuously explained the concept in the light of her 
own presuppositions, that is, the presuppositions of the West.2 Its con¬ 
tent seemed to be given by the translation in the Vulgate {iustitia)^ 
and by the German word Gerechtigkeit, namely, a man’s pr 

35 Westeftnann, Loben Gottes, p. 117 . C. Barth, Errettung, p. 151 * 

F. Delitzsch, Commentary on the Psalms, London 1889 , VOL. II, p. 414 . Cf. also 
Pss. XXIX. I, cxLvm. 2. 

^ K. H. Fahlgren, Sedaka nahestehende und entgegengesetzte Begriffe im Alien Testa- 
merit, Uppsala 1932 ; Pedersen, Israel I-II (Righteousness and Truth), pp* 336ff.; 

G. Quell, “Der Rechtsgedanke im Alten Testament, in Th. vol . i, pp. lydfF. ; 

K. Koch, Sdq im Alien Testumerit (Diss. Heidelberg 1953 ); H. Gazelles,“A propos de 
quelques textes difficiles relatifs i la justice de Dieu dans TAncien Testament,” in 
RevuefciWi^we, henceforth cited as Rev. bib., 1951 , pp. i 69 fF.; F. Notscher, Die Gerer/i- 
tigkeit Gottes bei den uorexilischen Propheten, Munster 1915 ;E. Kzntzschy Ahhandlungen 
iiber die Derivute des Stammes sdq im utl. Sprachgebruuch, Tiibingen 1881; W. W. Graf 
Baudissin, “Der gerechte Gott in der altsemitischen Religion,” in Festschrift Jur 
Harnack, Tubingen 1921, pp. ifE 

® Even the accounts given by Quell and by Eichrodt (Theology, vol . i, pp. 239 ff.) 
are still too much determined by our forensic conception of righteousness. 
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over against an absolute ethical norm, a legality \^hiGh .derives its 
norm from the absolute idea ofjusticc. From this absolute norm, it was 
supposed, issued absolute demands and absolute claims. In social respects 
justice so understood watches with complete impartiality, over these 
claims and takes care that each man gets his own [iustitia distributivd). 
Thus, the only remaining question was, what is the norm that the Old 
Testament presupposes? But, oddly enough, no matter how urgently 
it was sought, no satisfactory answer to this question of an absolute 
norm could be found in the Old Testament.® The rea^n was that the 
question itself was a wrong one, and in consequence the statements in 
the Old Testament simply could not be brought into harmony with 
this way of thinking. It was H. Cremer who recognise^} the impossi¬ 
bility of applying this way of thinking to Biblical/ &ought, and 
succeeded in breaking through to a completely different way of tliink- 
ing which has so far been rightly accepted as proven, in its basic thesis 
at least.4 As we now see, Ae mistake lay in seeking"affd ptesupposing 
an absolute ideal ethical norm, since “ancient ‘Israel 'ilia hot in fact 
measure a line of conduct or an act by an ideal norm, but by the specific 
relationship in which the partner had at the time to prove himself true. 
“Every relationship brings with it certain claims upon conduct, and the 
satisfaction of these claims, which issue from the relationship and in 
which alone the relationship can persist, is described by, our term 
pns.” The way in which it is used shows that is out and out a 

term denoting relationship, and that it does this in the sense of referring 
to a real relationship between two parties ... and not to the relation- 
e r c o^^S 1 ?^:^ object under consideration to an idea.”*^o some extent, 
therefore, the specific relationship in which the agent finds himself is 
itself the norm: only, it must be borne ili mind that people are con¬ 
stantly moving in very many relationships, each One of ‘which carries 
its own particular law within it. A ‘man belongs to, the family, to a 
political association (clan, nation), he is involved in ecOnomie life, and, 
if circumstances so decree, he can also come into association with 
foreigners-every day may bring k new relationship. And over and 

® “An analysis of the terms lying before us does .vot bring us any further than this 
concept of covering oneself with some norm or other.” E. KautZsch, Abhandlungen 
iiber die D&\yute des Stammes sdq ,- . 

*H, Cremer, Die pauUnische keehtfertigungskhfe im Zu^htenkaug ihref geschicht- 
lichen Voraussetstungen^Giitetdoh 1901, pp. 34!?. 

® H. Cremer, Biblisch- theologischesWdrterhuch, 7 th edn. &ha 1893, pp. 273-5. 
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above all these, there is the relationship which Jahweh had offered to 
Israel, and which was chiefly maintained in the cult. Here too the same 
holds true-the just man is the one who measures up to the particular 
claims which this relationship lays upon him.6 When Israel praises the 
justice of Jahweh, she thanks him that he stands on Israel’s side and in 
his action avows himself to her. The Song of Deborah already speaks 
of “Jahweh’s righteous acts” (mnTnpis) and by this term means 
his saving acts in history."^ From then on the glorification of this 
iustitia salutifera never ceases. It reaches a climax in Deutero-Isaiah, 
though it would be wrong to maintain that it is only with this prophet 
that npns became a synonym for salvation In Isaiah the syn¬ 

onymity of justice and salvation is determined by the language of the 
hymn (Is. xlv.8,xlvi. 13, li.6, 8 ) and is in consequence certainly older 
than Deutero-Isaiah himself. No radical transformation or development 
of the ancient Israelite idea of Jahweh’s righteousness is discernible.® 
This usage, attested earlier in the Song of Deborah, is interesting be¬ 
cause the term npns is already employed in a transferred sense, that is, 
with reference to the effects of Jahweh’s faithfulness to the relationship. 
But in spite of all the variability in what is said about Jahweh’s right¬ 
eousness, expression is given to an idea which was constitutive for 

® The account here given holds good at the same time for kindred terms such as 
"ton, DM, etc., for this Old Testament group of ideas does not rest solely upon 
the radicals In particular, the concept lOn is very closely akin to that of npTS 
and frequently overlays it. It too designates an attitude required by fellowship and 
includes a disposition and an attitude of solidarity, but in its meaning it tends still 
more than pTS in the direction of our word “kindness” or “loyalty,” and so it ex¬ 
presses still more than the other beneficent personal disposition plus the actions that 
follow. (N. Glueck, Das Wort hesed im atl. Sprachgebrauch als menschliche undgottliche 
Verhaltungsweisef Giessen 1927 . Cf. however on the point H. Stoebe, “Die Bedeutung 
des Wortes Hased im Alten Testament,” in Vet. Test., 1952 ,p. 244; N . H. Snaith, The 
D istinctive Ideas of the 0 Id Testament, London 1944 ,pp. 94 fF.)‘itr* and an are also 
terms denoting relationship, as the prepositions which are attached to them 
nKings x. 15 ; a» an, Deut. xvin. 13 ; DK dV®, Gen. xxxtv. 21) make clear. as 
well is not adequately rendered by “peace,” for the word designates a state where 
things are balanced out, where the claims of a society are satisfied, a state, that is, 
which can only be made effective when protected by a society governed by justice; 
the “man without peace” is outside it. 

^ The the saving actions in history, Jg. v. n; iSam. xn.7;Mic. vi. 5 ; 

Ps. cm. 6 ; Dan. ix. 16 . C£ as well Ps, XLVin. i if. [lof]: “Full of is thy right hand; 
Zion is glad, the daughters of Judah rejoice because of thy judgments \ and 

Deut. xxxni. 21; Ps. cxxix.4£ 

® Differently understood by Hempel, Ethos, p. 161. 


Israel-Jahweh’s righteousness was not a norm, but acts, and it was 
these acts which bestow salvation. 

“Thy right hand is full of pnS: Mount Zion is glad” (Ps. XLViii. 

11 [ 10 ]). The individual too could experience this righteousness of 
Jahweh’s in times of need, and had to confess it in a song of thanks¬ 
giving. “I have not hid thy righteousness within my heart, I have 
spoken of thy faithfulness and thy salvation (Ps. xl.11 [lo]) ;and in a 
song of lamentation there is the prayer, “Hear me in thy faithfulness, 
and in thy righteousness” (Pss. C3ixni.i,LXXl. 2 ). This righteousness of 
God which an individual experienced was, too, a subject of praise and 
proclamation in the cult (Pss. xxn. 3i,txxi. 22). A special place where 
it was appropriate to speak of the righteousness of Jahweh was in the 
descriptions of theophanies, and this was also an obvious enough thing 
to do, for, where Jahweh revealed himself, his righteousness, that is, 
his loyalty to the covenant, was also revealed.© 

Men's common life was aiso judged whoiiy from the point of view 
of faithfulness to a relationship. When Saul said that David was more 
righteous than he himself, he meant that David had taken the relation¬ 
ship existing between the two of them more seriously and given more 
he^ to it than Saul could say of himself (i Sam. xxiv. 17). The fact that 
David had not touched Saul when he was delivered defenceless into his 
hands is designated as David's righteousness oSam. xxvi. 23). Natur¬ 
ally, it was quite frequently the task of the local judge to investigate a 
man's conduct with reference to his ioyalty to a relationship, and to 
declare him blameless or deserving of punishment jpnsn, 

Deut. XXV. iff.; Ex. xxm. ?; i Kings vm. 32 ff.).^® Nevertheless it can¬ 
not be held that this Old Testament concept of righteousness is specifi¬ 
cally forensic, for it embraces the whole of Israelite life, wherever men 
found themselves in mutual relationships. And in particular, conduct 
loyal to a relationship includes &r more than mere correctness or 

*K. Koch has drawn attention to the deep roots which these utterances about 
righteousness have in the descriptions of theophanies, Sdq im Alien Testament, pp. 4!?. 
(Pss. L. 6 , xevn.6 , lxxxv. i4[i3];Hos. x. 12.) 

la marked contrast to the ideas of it current amongst ourselves, in judicial pro¬ 
cesses in ancient Israel much greater prominence was given to the question of the 
accused’s “righteousness,” for the party who comes innocent from the suit is “righteous” 
(Koch, op. cit., p. 77). pnS can also of course be used of the judge (Lev. xxx. 15 ; 
Deut. xvi.i8ff.) : he was after all at the same time often prosecutor, and so had to 
take the relationship into account, especially with those whose case was weak, for 
means “to help to make things right” (Kohler, Theology, p. 32 ). 
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legality, that is, righteousness in our sense of the word. Such dependence 
upon one another demanded the showing of kindness, faithfulness, and, 
as circumstances arose, helpful compassion to the poor or the suffering 
(Prov. XII. 10 , XXL 26, XXIX. 7). In the scene in which Jacob appeals to 
Laban’s brothers to be the judge of his conduct-the term IlpHS has 
occurred beforehand (Gen. xxx. 33)-he mentions only services 
rendered which go over and above simple duty (Gen. xxxi, 36ff.). A 
very extreme piece of evidence for ilpHS (in whose paradox the old 
story-teller himself certainly delighted) is handed on in the story of 
Tamar, the daughter-in-law of Judah. Dressed as a cult prostitute she 
seduced her father-in-law and conceived by him. As she was being led 
out to be put to death, the motive of her action became known. She 
wanted even by the most extreme of means to raise up descendants for 
her dead husband^ afiu % and because she had shown loyalty to her 
relationship to this family, she was “more righteous” than her father- 
in-law, who had refused to give her his youngest son in marriage (Gen. 
xxxvm, 26). But what in the world has this to do with our concept of 
righteousness ? Thus our German word Gerechtigkeit is unfortunately 
not only a very inadequate rendering of the Hebrew npHU, but is often 
virtually misleading. 

These two areas of relationship, of men with one another and of men 
with God, seem to some extent independent, and certainly in practice 
they often enough were. So the impression could be given that there 
was both a secular concept of and a purely religious one, and 

that the latter was possibly only a product of later theological 
reflexion-a secondary application, as it were, of the civil concept of 
npnij to the sphere of religion, the relationship of men with God. But 
that would be an utterly false description of the facts of the case. For 
what we look upon as two areas of relationship divorced from one 
another were bound together, just in this early period, in a con¬ 
tinuing “primitive pansacrality.” Jahweh took- his people’s part and 
gave drastic evidences of his righteousness : but he also issued the orders 
of life which alone made men’s life together possible. His command¬ 
ments were not indeed any absolute “law,” but a kindly gift rendering 
life orderly. “Jahweh is in their midst as npns,.. • every morning he 
gives his decision, like the light which does not fail” (Zeph. iii. 5). The 
prophet is thinking here of the manifold directions which Jahweh pro¬ 
claimed in the cult, and also of those which he gave for the legal sphere, 
in which his will for order is renewed daily. Here too it is once more 
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evident that Israel did not envisage herself as related to a world of ideal 
values, but to events coming from Jahweh. The ilpHS of Jahweh was, 
too, a continuous event directed towards Israel and was consequently 
a subject of proclamation. It had always been Israel’s conviction that 
her whole community life was sustained by a constantly forthcoming 
npns which flowed over upon her. “Jahweh’s pis is proclaimed” 
from heaven (Ps. l.6). Here Jahweh’s pis is to be understood as his 
commandments, the revelation of which was regularly solemnised in 
the Temple at Jerusalem. People loved to solemnise Jahweh’s command¬ 
ments as that is, as beneficent.il 

In what the Old Testament has to say about righteousness, focal 
points came to be occupied by the king and the monarchy : this again 
is not surprising, for as head of the people the king was regarded 
as the guarantor and protector of everything in the land making for 
faithfulness in community relationships.^^ In the courtly phraseology 
of the whole ancient East, monarchy and the reahsation of ideal just 
conditions belong indissolubly together. But in this office even the 
king is only mediator and trustee-he depends upon the fact that his 
judgment and “his righteousness” are given him by God (Ps. Lxxn.i). 
This idea is reflected at its clearest in the messianic prophecy in Is. xi. 
iff.— ^wonderful charismata enable the anointed to make the divine will 
for justice prevail in his kingdom. 

For all that, the commandments and the orders of the community’s 
life were only one part of the great pis which Jahweh unceasingly 
granted to Israel. We have already seen that great historical acts could 
also be understood as acts which showed his justice. But Jahweh’s pna 
was active not only in the sphere of history, it was also operative in 
places which we call “the realm of nature.” Thus, following upon the 
acts of penitence occasioned by a plague of locusts, Joel proclaims 
salvation in these terms: 

“Shout with joy, ye sons of Zion ... 
for he gives you the early rain in righteousness, 
he makes the rain come down and the threshing floors are full, 
the vats overflow with wine and oil.” (Joel ii.23f.)^® 

^ See above, p. 196 . 

Sam. viii. 15 ; 1 Kings ni. 6 , x. g; Pss. xlv. 5 , 8 , Lxxn, i 2 ff, lxxxix. 15 , 17 

[ 14 , 16 ]. 

The prophet looks on the promises as already realised and speaks in the prophetic 
perfect. 
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The king’s righteousness, which was mentioned above, also leads 
to a miraculous increase of the people (Ps. LXXii.3fF.). These references 
and those like them set us at farthest remove from the idea of righteous¬ 
ness current amongst ourselves: indeed, the question arises whether 
there are not still present in what the Old Testament says about 
righteousness ideas of which we take too little account, since they are 
foreign to our way of thinking. We understand npis primarily as a 
thing from the realm of ideas : from it conduct derives which, in conse¬ 
quence of the actions of the person concerned, has a beneficent effect 
in community life. But Israel’s understanding was from the very 
beginning ontologically different. Examination of the numerous 
references in which npis appears in connexion with the preposition 3 
suggests that seems also to have been understood in an oddly 

spatial way, as something like a sphere, or power-charged area, into 
which men are incorporated and thereby empowered to do special 
deeds. “They rise up in thy justice” (Ps. Lxxxrx. 17 [i6]); indeed, even 
“the mountains will bear prosperity for the people, and the hills, in 
righteousness” (Ps. Lxxn. 3). When prayer is made in respect ofenemies, 
“let them not come into thy justice” (Ps. LXIX. 28), then seems in 

fact to be understood in an almost spatial way as a power-charged 
sphere beneficial to man.^® So too with references which represent 
npn:j in a material or even in a personal way, as for example, a founda¬ 
tion of Jahweh’s throne (Pss. Lxxxix,i5 [14], xevn. 2), as a messenger 
who goes before Jahweh (Ps. lxxxv. 14 [ 13 ]), as a garment with which 
people are clothed (Ps. cxxxii.9;Is. xi.5, lxi.io), or as rain (not “like” 
rain) (Hos. x. 12; Is. XLV. 8). At all events, we have first to ask whether 
such expressions could not actually have had a perfectly realistic and 
direct meaning before interpreting them figurarively. Of course the 
exegete here encounters great difficulties in interpretation, for this 
spatial and material idea of npns is so strange to us that for the most 
part we can no longer establish for certain where it passes over, as of 
course it sometimes did, to really metaphorical language. 16 

The credit of having unfolded the concept in its diflferentiation from all idealistic 
and humanistic ideas is due to Pedersen. Of course, his idea of npTX as the health of 
the soul, the prerequisite of all blessing, a power upon which all the activities of the 
individual depend and which also radiates out to the community, needs correction, 
for Pedersen’s basic thesis of the as the seat of HjPTS cannot be proved from the 
Old Testament. Koch, Sdq im Alten Testament, pp. 35 fF. 

It would be wrong to take the personification of p2V as from the very start 
merely a free poetic convention. The process of splitting off a divine property or a 
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2 . We have therefore arrived at a comparatively unified picture: 
from the earliest times onwards Israel celebrated Jahweh as the one 
who bestowed on his people the all-embracing gift of his righteousness. 
And this npns bestowed on Israel is always a saving gift. It is incon¬ 
ceivable that it should ever menace Israel. No references to the concept 
of a punitive can be adduced-that would be a contradictio in 

adiectoy^ But if we put the question the other way round and ask how 
Israel’s righteousness and the righteousness of individuals were con¬ 
ceived in relationship to Jahweh, what we find is not so uniform. We 
encounter in fact very diverse statements and very varied reflexions. 
Actually, what here comes under discussion is nothing less than the 
cardinal question of how Israel and the individual conceived of them¬ 
selves in their existence before Jahweh. Initially, we notice that the 
references which mention human righteousness in relationship to 
Jahweh are only infrequently found in the earlier literature, while 
appearing extensively in the exilic and post-exilic texts. There must 
certainly have been some decided change. But it would be very 
precipitate to conclude forthwith that older Israel simply did not know 
of the demand for a righteousness in relationship to Jahweh. 

Our best starting-point is the so-called liturgies of the gate, which 
represent a curious ceremony that took place at the entry of a pro¬ 
cession into the pre-exilic Temple, and some idea of which is given in 
Pss. XV and xxrv. The people coming in seek admission at the gate of 
the outer forecourt, and ask what the prerequisites of this are : “Who 
may ascend the mountain of God, who may stand in his holy place?” 

divine epithet and giving it an hypostatic independence can be seen everywhere in 
the religious world of the ancient East. In Babylonian mythology, for instance, kettu 
(law) and mehru (justice) are reckoned as sons of Shamash—though it is easy to see 
that what is in question is qualities of Shamash which have become independent to 
the extent of personification. The case with the two Phoenician gods misor (con¬ 
formity to law) and 5y</yfe(justicc) is quite similar. Cf. H. Ringgren,IPbrJ and Wisdom. 
Studies in Hypostatization of Divine Qualities and Functions in the Ancient Near East, 
Lund 1947, particularly pp. 53!?., 83fF. 

In connexion with the “doxologies of judgment” (see above, pp. ssyf), the words 
“thou art righteous” appear to refer to a punitive righteousness of Jahweh. But it is 
better to take them in the sense of “innocent of charges brought” (Kohler, Theology, 
pp. i66f.). Cf.Lam.i. i8;Ezraix. i5;nChron.xn.6;Dan.ix. i4.InNeh. ix. 33 it means 
“thou art righteous, because thou hast been faithful.” Notschcr’s thesis that the pro¬ 
phets preached a penal righteousness is untenable. Cf. Gazelles, in Rev. bib., 1951, 
pp. Even Is. v. 16 cannot bear the onus of proof. In Amos and Hosea the 
idea of a righteousness of Jahweh’s is completely absent. 
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To this the cultic officials answer from within: “He whose hands arc 
clean and whose heart is pure, who does not direct his thought towards 
evil, who does not swear deceitfully. ...” This means that a selection 
of Jahweh’s commandments was put before those who entered. 
Admittedly, we do not have to conclude from this that in ancient Israel 
the fulfilling of the commandments was in principle antecedent to the 
reception of salvation in the cult, since those seeking admission were 
certainly not coming before Jahweh for the first time-they had been 
members of the community of Jahweh from the beginning. But this 
much becomes clear: those who came to worship were asked for 
something like a declaration of loyalty to Jahweh’s will for justice. 
These commandments were regarded as perfectly capable of being ful¬ 
filled, and indeed as easy to fulfil.^® The question whether those who 
sought entrance avowed themselves to be loyal to them now, and had 
been so in the past, was therefore nothing but the question of their 
npns. Hence “the gates of righteousness” are spoken of, through 
which only “righteous people” enter. 19 Indeed, we can quite safely 
generalise and say that every’ proclamation of the commandments— 
not just that in the ceremonial of the liturgy of the gate-was always 
at the same time a question about Israel’s ilpHIS, her readiness for her 
part to say yes to the relationship of community offered to her by 
Jahweh. To this extent the ritual of Deut. xxvn,i 5 fF. already included 
the question of Israel’s ilpnS. 

We take a further step forward with Ezekiel’s excursus on righteous¬ 
ness in ch. XVIII,for here the prophet has obviously incorporated in 
vss. 5-9 of his essay a liturgical passage which had taken shape long 
before his own time. To begin with, there is a series such as we find 
in manuals of confession defining the conduct of the man who belongs 
to Jahweh: “he does not eat meat offered in sacrifice upon the moun¬ 
tains, he does not lift up his eyes to the idols of the house of Israel, 
he does not defile his neighbour’s wife. ...” Thereafter follows what 
is certainly still a liturgical proclamation, “he is righteous,” for this 
is precisely of the same sort as those declaratory formulae 

See above, p. 195. Besides, Hebrew psychology makes absolutely no distinction 
between willing and being able, Pedersen, Zywe//-//, p. 338. 

Ps. cxviii. ipf.; Is. XXVI. 2 . The sayings about entering into the kingdom of 
God still speak of a showing of a dwaioavvt}; the form taken by the liturgy in the gate 
lasted on as long as this; H. Windisch, in Zeitschriftfur dieneutestamentlicheWissenschafit 
r928, especially pp. lyyfF. 
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preserved in great numbers in the Priestly Document, in which the 
priests, acting with Jahweh’s full authority, declared the result of a 
cultic investigation .20 This declaratory statement could equally well 
have run: “it shall be counted to him for righteousness,” for, as we 
have already seen, this 312?n was an important priestly function. The 
priests had, as Jahweh’s mouthpiece, to give the final decision on what 
was pleasing or displeasing It was thus in a very real sense that the 
worshipper “went down to his house justified” (Lk. xviii. 14). 

Ezek. xvm once again shows that even in pre-exilic Israel the 
question about a man’s npns in relationship to Jahweh had already 
been very urgently raised, but in addition it also teaches us to take 
Gen. XV. 6 firom a particular angle. If it is there emphasised that 
faith was “counted” as righteousness, this was certainly a striking and 
perhaps even revolutionary formulation for those contemporary with 
it. Because of its uncommon stamp, it betrays the fact that in its day 
the question of what then is “counted as righteousness” in the eyes of 
Jahweh was to some extent a living one, and had perhaps already be¬ 
come a problem; and it represents the thesis that taking Jahweh’s 
promise seriously, and responding to it as something perfectly concrete, 
was the true attitude in relationship to Jahweh. On the other hand 
of course, we must not make the words absolute and exclusive, as if 
they ruled out any other possible way for men to exhibit righteousness, 
for they are of course bound up with Abraham’s peculiar situation as 
the recipient of a promise with wide historical implications. Different 
situations might have demanded different expressions of faithfulness in 
relationship to Jahweh. Certainly, the Deuteronomic preacher’s 
proposition that faithfulness in relationship to Jahweh consists in the 
acknowledgment and keeping of the commandments (Deut. VI.25, 
XXIV. 13) corresponds much more to the general understanding than 
does that of the Elohist, for the latter is already almost prophetic in 
formulation. But Gen. xv. 6 and Deut. vi. 25 and the ritual which can 
be seen behind Ezek. xvm. 5 fE are agreed in this, that the nature of 
righteousness, and who the righteous man is, is determined by Jahweh 
alone, and a man lives as he acknowledges this-“he is righteous, he 
will live” (rT*n*’rr^n Ezek. XVIII. g). It is m this sense that 

suppliants pray to Jahweh to let their vindication “come forth” (Pss. 
xvii.2,xxxvii. 6 ). The Servant also regards his righteousness as some- 

See above, pp. 247 f., 261 £ 

For examples of this priestly see Lev. vn. 18, xvii. 4; Ps. xxxn. 2 [ij. 
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thing which exists “with Jahwch/’ and he knows that his vindication 
will also take place openly (Is. XLix.4, l.8). Of course, this righteous¬ 
ness which Jahweh attributes to a man can be lost-it can be forfeited 
through conduct or actions which run counter to community with 
Jahweh. When Jahweh is angry, then “all our righteousness becomes 
like a polluted garment” (Is. lxiv.4£,/. singular with lxx). If that is so, 
in so far as the damage is not irreparable and Jahweh has not delivered 
the sinner up to death, the man must make confession of the offence 
before Jahweh and repent. What comes into question with these prayers 
of repentance is a cultic procedure like the doxology of judgment.*^ 
Elihu speaks of God’s action as the teacher of a sinful man, how he can 
admonish him through pain and illness and bring him to his senses, 
and then he goes on: “if (then) he prays to God, then God is gracious 
to him, he can see God’s face with joy, and God gives the man back his 
righteousness” (Job xxxm, 26). This too obviously alludes to a ritual, 
according to which a prayer of penitence was followed by a declaration 
of righteousness by Jahweh.®* 

References to human righteousness in relationship to God are very 
much more frequent in the later literature, and this is initially to be 
explained as due simply to the fact that it was only in these writings 
that the individual got any great chance of speaking for himself. In the 
older period the individual was bound up with the life of the commun¬ 
ity, but in the course of time he clearly achieved independence of it. 
He became more conscious of himself and of his relationship to God 
and consequently felt a more urgent need to justify himself in his 
personal existence before Jahweh.®^ This severance from the com¬ 
munity and achievement of independence from it must have gone very 
deep, for when we read Ps. 1 or Ps. Lxxin or Ps. cxix, we at last see the 

“ See above, pp. 357 ^- 

In all the terms that it employs the verse points to a procedure which was 
originally cultic {1T\V means "to request by means of sacrifice"; similarly, "seeing the 
face of Jahweh" took place in the cult, and for the of God, see above, pp. 26 of.). 
We would like to know more about the procedure for this restoration of righteous¬ 
ness. M ic. vn. g seems to refer to it: "I must bear the wrath of Jahweh because I have 
sinned against him, until he pleads my cause and executes judgment for me. He will 
bring me forth to the light and I shall revel in his righteousness." A doxology of 
judgment is also found in Lam. i. is. The odd allusions to a "going out of the right 
(orof righteousness)," Is. LI. 5 » Lvm. 8 , ixn. i ; Jer.ix.io; Hab. i. 4 a;MaI.in. 2 o[iv. 2 ]; 
Pss. xvn. 2 , xxxvn. 6 , xcvm. 2 , also seem to derive ffom a cultic procedure. 

2* See below, p. 391^- 
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individual standing completely isolated in relationship to Jahweh 

and his revelation. It is as if there were only the timeless encounter of 
these two, Jahweh and his righteous one-all other community rela¬ 
tionships are submerged, or have at any rate become irrelevant in 
relation to this one. If, however, we now ask what the essence of the 
(Tna is, what are the characteristics that go to make him up, first and 
foremost is that the righteous man keeps the commandments. In this 
respect there has been no change from the earlier period, in which, 
as we saw, man’s faithfulness to the relationship had to prove itself 
in recognising the commandments and keeping them. The ingenuous¬ 
ness with which the men at prayer constantly protest that they have 
kept the commandments and claim the title of “righteous” is astonish¬ 
ing.®* To understand these statements, we must in no circumstances 
bring to bear upon them the question whether men can render ade¬ 
quate obedience in the eyes of God, for this lies completely outwith the 
range of these psalms’ vision. We have seen, of course, that the fulfilling 
of the commandments was nowhere experienced as a burden, which 
men at best could only partially carry out, but was rather an act of 
avowal. In consequence, these men were ready to claim the title of 
for themselves without further ado, since what was understood 
was something quite other than a moral self-evaluation. Century upon 
century they had been taught by the cult that Jahweh alone could 
bestow this title, and that he assigned it to those who clung to him. 
It is not in the least surprising, therefore, that the men designate them¬ 
selves as the □•’P'ns. since anyone who participated vocally in the 
cult in any kind of way was p*'lS-the voice of those who were ex¬ 
communicated, banned, etc., is of course not preserved. How little 
any presumptuous moral self-qualification was implied in this term 
becomes particularly clear, from the fact that Israel stubbornly knew of 
two possibilities and two only-a man was either pns in the eyes of 
Jahweh or he was not. All intermediate stages, all the shades between 
black and white, with which a moral evaluation has to reckon, are 
completely absent. If a man was pns in the eyes of Jahweh, then he 
was so completely, and never in an approximate or an incipient way. 
This is the standpoint from which we have to try to understand the 
confidence, and indeed the eagerness, with which later Israel fashioned 
the picture of the par excellence and applied it to herself. The posi¬ 
tive characteristics of the are, according to Ps. 1, first a strong 

Pss. vn. 9 [8], xvn. 1-5, xvra. 22 - 4 , xxvi. 1-6. 
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emotion, namely a delectari in the revelation of the will of Jahweh, 
and next, the continuity of the inner relation of his life with this 
revelation of Jahweh’s will. Now these two characteristics of the 
also recur, with abundant variation, in confessional form, particularly 
in Ps. cxix. The revelation of the will of Jahweh is a subject of the 
utmost joy-all spiritual striving after insight is directed to it; it fills 
the whole of the emotional life; it is simply the highest thing in life, 
whose worth nothing can outshine. These speakers positively revel in 
terms denoting perfection. Although their utterances are couched in the 
form of most intimate confessions, they are not to be taken in the modern 
sense of a soul’s testimony about itself, and least of all as if an obedience 
actually rendered were reckoned up in them. In spite of the personal 
style, they are out and out type expressions, and as such definitely 
transcend human, psychological, and moral possibilities. What happens 
is that the speakers put themselves into the picture of the pns par 
excellencey and claim it as their own-indeed, they show an eagerness, 
a growing boldness, as they work this picture up from more and more 
angles, that could well take a careful theologian’s breath away. In 
comparison with the older ideas, this picture has unquestionably been 
intensified, particularly in its working up on the psychological side, 
by means of terms which denote psychological perfection. It was 
certainly only in a limited group that this picture of the pns par 
excellence was fostered. To judge by all appearances, the piety which 
thus presented itself before Jahweh was a very spiritual one, and we 
have probably to look for its representatives principally in the circles 
of the wise men, who knew very much more than people have hitherto 
been prepared to assume about the bliss of “nearness to God” (na-ip 
D'n'pK Ps. Lxxm, 28). The bold idea of “delighting oneself,” “letting 
oneself be spoiled by Jahweh,” also belongs to the post-exilic theology,*® 
There are some isolated ‘utterances which in very radical and pessi¬ 
mistic fashion deny man any HpnS before God. But no basic contra¬ 
diction need be presupposed between them and those already noticed, 
if it is remembered that they are generally uttered in the situation of the 
psalm of lamentation and deliberately emphasise the forlornness of the 
man who is thrown back upon himself. If Jahweh were to “enter into 
judgment” with a man, no one would maintain his right (Ps. CXLni. 2 ).^ 
These men of later days were therefore very likely still more conscious 

hithp. Ps. xxxvn. 4 ; Job xxn. 26 (xxvii. 10); Is. Lvm.14. 

Similarly Job iv. 17 , 
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than was earlier Israel when at prayer, that ifjahweh allowed a man to be 
righteous in his sight, he must be very compassionate and that human 
npnij could never reckon as adequate service in return (on this cf. the 
earlier Deut., ix. 4-6), in itself the idea that men’s had to 

evince itself in recognition of the commandments and keeping them 
had already been set forth in Deuteronomy (vi. 25 , xxiv. 13 : see above, 
p. 379). Thus, when later passages mention an “evidence of righteous¬ 
ness” upon which however Israel may not lean as she stands before 
Jahweh (Dan. ix.18), a righteousness that has become as a polluted 
garment by reason of the wrath of Jahweh (Is. LXiv. 5 [6]), what is 
primarily in mind is the fulfilling of the commandments : only, the 
background of the passages is a deepened recognition of the inade¬ 
quacy of any obedience that men may render. Basically, they do not 
deny the possibility of human righteousness; they do, however, deny 
that a man’s loyalty to the covenant can in Jahweh’s eyes reckon as 
adequate equivalent warranting and making possible his being declared 
righteous. To this extent the sharp contrast made in Daniel, “not on 
the ground of righteousness evinced by us, but on the ground of thy 
mercy” (ix. 18), is further indication of the very small extent to which 
legal ideas entered into the thought of later Israel on the process of 
declaring a man or men righteous. At the farthest edge of this canon 
there is heralded a decided narrowing and curtailment of the concept 
of npnjs, in so far as in Dan. IV. 24 [ 27 ] the Aramaic npns has the 
meaning of “good works,” “almsgiving,” with the aid of which a man 
can cancel out his sins? 

I 4. ISRAEL'S TRIALS AND THE CONSOLATION 
OF THE INDIVIDUAL' 

I. The statements in the previous section now need, however, to be 
supplemented, for Israel’s conceptions of the HpIS of God and of 
Israel-werc only presented there in their basic structure, i.e., in some¬ 
what abstract fashion. It was only at a very late phase in her existence 
that she made these ideas the subject of theoretical consideration: for 

This change in the tenn (np*72S = iXerjfiochhnj) is also to be found in Ecclesiasti- 
cus vn. 10, m. 30, xxix. 12; Tob. iv. 10, xn. 9 (cf. Mt. vi, 1). 

^ J. J. Stamm, Das Lei den des Unschuldigen \ n Babylon und I srad, Zurich 1946, hence¬ 
forth cited as Ldden; Eichrodt, Theologie,yo].. 11,pp. 9ifF.,voL. m,pp iff.; H. Schmidt, 
Gott und Leid i m Alien T estament, Giessen 1926; E. Balia, “Das Problem des Lcides 
in der isr.-jiid. Religion,” in Eu charisterion, vol. i, pp. 2 i 4 ff. 
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most of the time she lived with them uncritically and practised them in 
every situation of life. This life, in which Israel had to orientate herself 
with such basic presuppositions of faith, was a life full of suffering and 
serious dangers for community and individual alike. What this means 
is that Israel took a supremely realistic view of life’s sufferings and 
dangers, saw herself as exposed to them vulnerably and without defence, 
and showed little talent for fleeing from them into ideologies of any 
kind. Rather, the concepts of her faith directed her to bring these actual 
experiences of her daily life into connexion with Jahweh. In her older 
period, indeed, she lacked any aptitude for the doctrinaire: she pos¬ 
sessed, rather, an exceptional strength to face up even to negative 
realities, to recognise and not to repress them, even when she was 
spiritually unable to master them in any way.2 It is to this realism, which 
allowed every event its own inevitability and validity, and found it so 
hard to permit the reader a simultaneous insight into the spiritual, that 
the narrative art of the Old Testament, especially in its earlier form, 
owes its darksome grandeur. Thus the whole concept of HpnS had to 
vindicate itself among a people possessed of a very marked sense of 
reality. The term reality is, of course, not without its problems. Men 
have not understood the reality of life, its inter-connexions, sequences, 
and events, in the same way at all times, for, even behind man’s most 
elementary experiences, there already lies a certain “dogmatic” pre¬ 
conception. For this reason Israel’s sense of reality has here, on one side 
at least, to be presented critically. Probably like most people outside 
the culture determined by the Enlightenment of the West, Israel too 
was convinced that there was a definite and even clearly recognisable 
connexion between what a man does and what happens to him, such 
that the evil deed recoils banefully upon the agent, the good one 
beneficially. Like a stone thrown into water, every act initiates a 
movement for good or evil: a process gets under way which, especially 
in the case of a crime, only comes to rest when retribution has over- 

* Even in Egypt, which was close by, things were obviously quite different. “Wc 
know from all periods in Egyptian history that the Egyptian loved, as we say, to 
‘idealise’ the actual events. But in the last analysis this idealising consists in the fact 
that certain political events, or occurrences in the national and personal life as well, 
are simply not allowed to exist, if the external, god-given laws are not to be over¬ 
thrown. There is, for example, for the Egyptians no such thing as a weak or an un¬ 
worthy king. ,.. Thus, as the Egyptians see it and are bound to see it, a tension exists 
at all times between objective and factual historicity and subjective reality.” E. Otto, 
D i e bi ogra ph i schen Inschriften der agyptischen Spatzeit, Leiden 1954, p. 2. 


taken the perpetrator. But this retribution is not a new action which 
comes upon the person concerned from somewhere else; it is rather a 
last ripple of the act itself which attaches to its agent almost as something 
material. Hebrew in fact docs not even have a word for punishment. 
The words and nxen can denote the evil act: but they can also 
denote its evil result, and therefore punishment, because the two things 
are basically the same.^ In consequence there has recently been talk of a 
synthetic apprehension oflife(for which things that we now see as separate 
were still a unity), or better still, of a sphere of action which creates 
fiitc.^ The exegetical findings-especially in the Psalms and Proverbs— 
are clear. The matter is particularly plain in connexion with blood- 
guiltiness. Murder initiates a baneful process which, before overtaking 
the murderer himself, first of all brings his community into the gravest 
danger. Thus, for its part, the community has the strongest possible 
interest in identifying and eliminating the murderer. The baneful 
results issuing from an act can even be controlled by means of an 
exorcising formula. In disputed cases it could be said: “let his blood 
(that is, his blood-guiltiness) be upon ...” (Josh. 11 . 19 ; Jg. ix.24; 

II Sam. I. 16). Or prayer could be made to God to avert the blood- 
guiltiness from the community (Deut. xxi. 8 ). If the murderer could be 
caught, then the blood-guilt-though the term “guilt” is still far too 
spiritual-was “turned back” upon his own head, that is, he was put 
to death, and the disaster so initiated was thereby averted from the rest 
II Sam. XVI. 8; I Rings ii.5>3if-)* The Old Testament has the 
most varied ways of expressing these connexions, and they are always 
very drastic, and resist any exclusively spiritual interpretation.® 

Now, Jahweh took a very immediate share in all this. It cannot of 
course be said that Israel derived the knowledge of these connexions 

® See above, p. 266. 

^ K. Koch, “Gibt es ein Vergeltungsdogma in AT?,” in Z. Th, K., I955> pp. iff- 
This idea is attested times without number in ancient Greece too ; 

“With a lone voice I deny it. 

It is only deeds unholy 

That increase, fruitful in offspring 

Of the same breed of its fathers. 

Where justice rules in the house. 

Blest of God is the issue.“-Aeschylus, Agamemnon, 754ff* 

(trans. George Thomson, J he Or esteia of Aeschylus, Cambridge 1938 ). 

^ Jahweh washes them away (Ps. li. 3f. [If.], he covers them (Ps. xxxii.i, 5 ), he 
casts them behind him (Is. xxxviii. 17 ), he casts them into the sea (Mic. vn. I9)» etc. 
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specially from Jnhweh-they were much too obvious for that. They 
were in fact a basic element in the general understanding of life, and, 
as such, more a part of that ancient oriental philosophy of life in which 
Israel also participated. But for Israel, with her belief in Jahweh as the 
universal cause, it was impossible to understand such an elemental pro¬ 
cess except in relation to his power. Indeed, these beneficial or baneful 
results of an act were referred back to Jahweh himself with the utmost 
immediacy. For he it was who eventually brought this process to its 
goal; he carried this connexion into effect: and hence the guilty party 
could appeal only to him in order to induce him to break this nexus and 
avert from the agent the disaster already impending. The decision 
whether a man should “bear his pr” or not rested solely with Jahweh. 
But in the maxims of the Wisdom literature, where the theme of the 
fate-bringing act occupies a great deal of space, the connexion between 
act and retribution is presented much more objectively and already 
almost in the sense of an immanent material law. Among a multitude 
of shorter maxims there are a number of sweeping and grandiose 
depictions of that immanent Nemesis which yet has inevitably over¬ 
taken the transgressor (Job xv. 17 - 35 , xviii. s-21, xxv 11. 13-23). If 
here the reference to God as the author of this calamity recedes into the 
background, this is due to the special approach of the Wisdom literature 
which tackles the phenomenon in empirical fashion, that is, from out¬ 
side.® One way or another, we arrive at the result that, in view of the 
existential connexion between act and consequence, it is out of place 
to speak of a “doctrine of retribution,” for the idea of retribution, in 
that it understands “punishment” as an additional forensic act, implies 
a legal way of thinking which is absolutely foreign to this whole range 
of ideas. 

Ancient Israel saw this idea of the indissoluble connexion between 
act and outcome as confirmed in daily experience. It was anything but 
a theological theory- i t only became so in the later reflexions of the ' 
Wisdom literature; rather it was substantiated by countless observa¬ 
tions in daily life. This fact will only become even partially compre¬ 
hensible to us when we take into account the almost physical union of 
the individual with the community. At that time there was no indi¬ 
vidual so isolated and independent that his actions could remain more 
or less without consequence for the community (unless indeed, their 
very criminality brought them within the sphere of authority); there 

® See below, pp. 426 fF. 


were only communities, which with all their members felt themselves 
to be organic units. For them no action or omission of the individual 
was irrelevant. Conduct loyal to the relationship benefited the whole, 
though it also reflected upon the individual as an increase of honour 
and well-being, and an anti-social action inevitably endangered or 
destroyed the existence of its perpetrator as well. Of course this was 
; still far from providing any universal key to all the vicissitudes of life. 

I Here too the balance was often enough not struck, and then lament and 

I the questioning “Why” rose up to Jahweh. This question “Why” must 

j be as old as Jahwism itself-in the songs of lamentation of both people 

and individual it became a stereotyped form.7 Of course, looking at it 
) as a whole, we must credit the older ages ofjahwism with a far greater 

\ ability to acquiesce even in vicissitudes it did not understand. This idea, 

“It is Jahweh; let him do what seems good to him” (1 Sam. m.is), 
still had a broad basis in the earlier popular piety. If even late Israel 
knew that Jahweh cannot be asked “What doest thou?” how much 
truer must this have been in the days of the patriarchs? (Job ix. 12; 
Dan. V. [35]). At that time one just had “to hope in Jahweh” and await 
his fate-averting intervention.® The consolation that even the threat- 
\ ened life is bound up with Jahweh “in’the bundle of life” (1 Sam. xxv. 

29 ), or that it is written in the book of life (Ex. xxxii. 32 ), is abundantly 
attested for the older period.® But how did it stand with death itself? 
Was this not the absolute threat to life, in which all other trials reached 
their culmination? 

2 . Again one has to guard against reading modern ideas into the 
relevant texts. Careful investigation of death as the laments and thanks¬ 
givings understood it has had the unexpected result of showing that 
Israel held a very highly comprehensive and complex concept of it 
not at all easy to define.^® Ours is very simple in comparison-we 
determine the state of being dead by the moment of the extinction of 
physical life, but for Israel death’s domain reached far further into the 
realm of the living. Weakness, illness, imprisonment, and oppression 
by enemies are a kind of death. One so ill as to be handicapped in many 
active functions of life is in a state of relative death. This is the point 

■^Ps. Lxxiv. I ; II Sam. iii. 33 ; Pss. x. i, xxn. 2 [i] and frequently. Gunkel and 
Begrich, Einleitung in die Psalmen, pp. 217, 229 fF. 

® For the term “to hope in Jahweh,” see C. Westermann, Das Hoffen im Alteii 
Testament, Leipzig 1952 , pp. 24fF. ® Eichrodt, Theologie, vol. h, pp. piff- 

For what follows see C. Barth, Errettung. 
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of view from which we have to take what is often said in the Psalms 
when a suppliant testifies that he was already in death in Sheol, but 
was “brought forth” by Jahweh.^^ But Sheol had also an aggressive 
element-it insinuates itself on every side into the realm of the living. 
Thus, with the concept of death too, we meet with an ontological 
definition which we fmd strange. Without any doubt Israel understood 
death, like righteousness, as something spatial, as a “realm,” as the 
fact makes clear that, for example, she practically identified the wilder¬ 
ness with death and Sheol, or could at any rate attribute to it predicates 
belonging to death. Thus the difference between life and death was 
not in any sense based on a simple diagnosis of natural science. Taken 
exactly, the definition of what death is and means is not matter of mere 
neutral empirical fact; it was not established once and for all on the 
basis of a definition common to all humanity. Rather, it was Jahweh 
who apportioned death for men. And what death was and was not, 
Israel came ever and again to learn anew from Jahweh. When she 
talks, in her cultic utterances at least, of death, she speaks not of a 
physical reality, but in the main of experiences of faith. For that is 
what the laments and thanksgivings in the Psalter imply-death begins 
to become a reality at the point where Jahweh forsakes a man, where 
he is silent, i.e., at whatever point the life-relationship with Jahweh 
wears thin. From there it is only a step till the final cessation of life, 
till the moment at which the is separated from the body.^® It is 
not surprising that the ideas about the outward state of the dead show 
certain differences in the literary contexts in which they occur.^* But 
theologically they have scarcely any importance. The decisive declara- 

Copious references in C. Barth, Errettung, pp. i25fF.independently of Barth, A. R. 
Johnson stated this important conclusion: “Death in the strict sense of the term is for 
the Israelite the weakest form of life, so any weakness in life is a form of death.” 
“In short, the normal Israelite view, which dominates the conception of man in the 
OT, is that to be in sickness of body or weakness of circumstance is to experience the 
disintegrating power of death” {The Vitality of the Individual in the Thought of Ancient 
Israel, Cardiff 1949, pp. 94» 107 ). 

^^Jer. II. 6 , 3 i;Jobxn. 24 f.; cf. C. Barth, Errettung, pp. 86f. 

Gen. XXXV. i 8 ; I Kings xvn. 21 ; Jon. iv. 3 ; l^clcsiastes xn, 7. 

Thus, to take an example, we are not able to equate the idea of the ancestral 
sepulchre as the family burial place with that of Sheol, the place to which the dead 
are gathered. Poetic or otherwise elevated diction prefers the idea of Sheol. L. Rost 
draws a sharp distinction between the two concepts. That of the family burying-place 
is the idea coming from early Jahwism: “Alttcstanientlichc Wurzcln der ersten 
Auferstcliung”, in memoriam Ernst Lohmeyer, Ed. W. Smaucli, Stuttgart, 195 i, pp. 67 fF. 


tion about the state of the departed, which keeps recurring, is again 
theological: “Thou remembercst them no more, and they arc cut off 
from thy hand” (Ps. LXXXViii. 6 ( 5 ]). Admittedly, JahwclTs sphere of 
authority in no way ended at the boundaries of the realm of death 
(Am. IX. 2 ;Ps. CXXXIX. 8); but the dead stood outside the cult and its 
sphere of life. Properly, this was what constituted their being dead. 
In death there is no proclamation and no praise (Ps. Lxxxviii. 12 [ 11 ]; 
is.xxxvm. 18); the dead stood outwith the action of Jahweh in history 
(Ps. Lxxxvm. II [ 10 ]), and for Israel death’s real bitterness lay in this 
exclusion. In addition, in her the dead were without the sacral dignity 
which they widely enjoyed elsewhere, for Jahwism passionately set its 
face against all survivals of the cult of the dead and all inquiring of 
them. Attention has been rightly drawn to the strange lack of signifi¬ 
cance which the dead had for the life of ancient Israel. 16 Looked at 
from the world of the living, whose centre and source was the cult, 
they were in a state of extreme and irreparable uncleanness. They stood 
on the other side of all the values of life-never did mourners promise 
themselves even the comfort of a reunion with once-loved shades in 
the ancestral tomb. 16 They were no longer able to feel as men-without 
part in anything, they sufiered only their own decay ( Job xiv.2if.). 

StiU, it would be wrong to assume, in view of this very gloomy 
aspect, that in Israel death radically called man and all that he lives for 
into question. The texts show that there can be no thought of this. 
Certainly, Israel joined in the lament made by all religions and cultures 
over the bitterness of dying. But she never allowed the foundations of 
her f&h to be shaken thereby. Not every “Why?” addressed to God 
necessarily came from a shaken faith. For Israel knew neither of the 
modem idea of considering life and all that it means as absolute entities, 
nor of the Faustian claim to infinity which could have been raised up by 
man over against Jahweh. In addition, man as unit never really com¬ 
pletely freed himself in an individualistic way from the collective, at 
least from tbe frmily—he felt himselfto be a member of the body of the 
oommui^ty and he lived on in his children. 17 To die childless, or 

**Eiclirodt,11(w%if,voL^ 11 , p. 118. 

G. Qiiell» Die Auffiissung des Todes in Israel, Leipzig 1925, pp. 3 of. 

It •‘It || |||os( temaricable and in a certain respect marvellous for how long a time 
sudi a and earnest piety was in this manner able to do without belief in 

personal survival and all religious mctaphysic.” J. Wdlhauscn, Israelitbche u n d 
jadische GesAichte, 3rd edn. Berlin 1897, p. 2O8. 


O.T.T.—14 
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prematurely, or to make a bad end, was really serious. On the other 
hand, when death drew near to one “old and full of days,” it was really 
a gracious ftlfulniciit, since from the start life was regarded as something 
limited, meted out to man, to which there could therefore also be a 
condition of satiety.^® But the prose framework in Job, which certainly 
dates from the pre-exilic period, shows with didactic incisiveness that 
even the hardest of fates, even the certainty of an approaching end 
itself, can never justify a man ceasing to hold fast to Jahweh. “If we 
have received good from God, shall we not (also) receive evil?” (Job 
II. Io). These words no doubt express a radical consistency: but just 
because of this they really comprehend all that Jahwism could say in 
face of death. Undoubtedly the most remarkable thing in this matter 
is therefore how little Jahwism was able to say about the phenomenon 
of death. But owing to this very inability to make herself ideologically 
or mythologically lord of death, in face of its reality Israel displayed 
an obedience unrivalled in the history of religion. How voluble are 
the other religions here, how bold the mythologies ! But Israel did not 
know death as in any way an independent mythical power-death’s 
power as at bottom the power of Jahweh Death was no last 

enemy, but Jahweh’s acting upon men. This is the line taken by the 
most decisive of Israel’s utterances about death, and these therefore 
stand in the sharpest contrast to all forms of belief in fate. Jahweh 
decrees death for a man, but in certain circumstances he also alters this 
decree (ii Kings XX. 5£) —it all rests with his freedom in giving and 
taking. The fact that in prayers these ideas are occasionally simplified 
in the sense of a dualistic opposition between Jahweh and death is of 
little importance in face of the basic conception which has been made 
clear.Only in Apocalyptic was death objectified and made indepen¬ 
dent as a reality hostile to Jahweh, and therefore to be destroyed by 
him (Is. XXV. yf.; Test. Levi xvm; iiEsdras vm. 53).^^ If we turn back 
to the main question in this section, it has thus become clear that death 

“An old man and full of years,” Gen. xxv. 8, xxxv. 29; Job xm. 17 ; 1 Chrson 
XXIX. 28; u Chron. xxiv. 15. In an oddly isolated way Num. xxvn. 3 (P) seem to. 
presuppose that each and every death is caused by sin. 

C. Barth, Errettmg, p. 69. 

So e.g. Ps. XLIX.15 [ 14] ; Is. xxxvra. 18 ; Jer. dc, 20 [21], 

There is however something of the ancient East’s belief in destiny in tfac passage 
where Job curses the day he was bom. His birthday is to be condemned to a meta¬ 
physical barrenness-when the days and months are filled with destinies by the deity, 
this day alone is to be left out. But with Job this is rather only a literary form. 


too comprised many possibilities of trial, but also that it in no sense 
became the question which threatened the foundation of all faith. 
Certainly, it was conceived as a question directed to men much more 
than to God, for because of the concept of the fate-bringing act all 
disturbances of life and all illnesses had something of the effect of arous¬ 
ing the men concerned. Thus suffering led along a very direct way to 
repentance and examination of one’s relationship to God, in the dis¬ 
turbance of which one surmised its origin to lie. Men saw themselves 
as questioned through suffering.^^ 

3. But there was a question which Israel did put to Jahweh-and it 
was actually the sign of a grave crisis upon which faith in Jahweh had 
entered. That we are here dealing with a definite crisis, that is, one 
which can theologically be defined with fair precision, becomes clear 
from, the fact that the first witnesses to it all emerge at the same time, 
about the turn of the seventh to the sixth century. The final years of the 
monarchical period with their political catastrophes must have been 
an age of dangerous disintegration for the faith. But was the burden 
laid upon this generation in reality so much heavier than those laid 
upon the earlier ages? In so far as such a question is proper at all, it can 
certainly be answered in the afiirmative only with hesitation. The 
people, however, had become different. Their thought was more 
differentiated, their emotional life more sensitive and vulnerable. And 
if we think finally of the Jerusalem of Jeremiah and Ezekiel, which had 
never had a population that was from the beginning worshippers of 
Jahweh-that city of the court and the civil service-then we can sur¬ 
mise how problematic and indeed vapid the mental climate must have 
been, and how hollow the piety. It was a suitable breeding-ground for 
questions put by men to God: here a generation grew up who in their 
religious resentment took the offensive against the prophets, and to it 
the latter-forced on to the defensive-had to have an answer. “The 
way of Jahweh is not just*'(Ezek. xvni.25,29). A generation which 
was able to make this monstrous observation and also to express it so 
calmly had forsaken the patriarchal foundations of Jahwism. 

** For the conception of death in Israel, see further Eichrodt, Theologie, vol. h, 
pp. H2ff.,i5ifF.;Kohler,r/ieo/o^y,pp.i48fF.,i54fE;R. Martin-Achard, Delamortala 
fiswtreeixon d'aprh VAncien Testament^ Ncuchatel 1956, Eng. trans. From Death to Life, 
trans. J. P. Smith, Edinburgh i960. An illuminating comparison of the Babylonian 
ideas of death and the grave with those of Israel, in their kinship and differences, is 
to be found in A. Heidel, The Gilgamesh Epic and Old Testament Parallels, Chicago 
1945, pp. 37 ff. 
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As we have seen, the question “Why?” was in itself age-old: but it 
acquired a new ring when posed on the basis of a definite scepticism 
and religious detachment. This sort of thing had already raised its 
voice amongst the contemporaries of Isaiah, when they very coolly 
countered the prophet by saying that Jahweh should then speed his 
work (Is. V. 19). Later, Zephaniah’s contemporaries cast fairly radical 
doubt on Jahweh’s control of history^: “Jahweh does neither good nor 
evir’ (Zeph. I. 12). Such statements, and others like them, may have 
been extreme cases, and perhaps the prophets in their polemic may even 
have coarsened them; nevertheless, they help us to gain insight into the 
spiritual climate of an epoch which the prophets in their own way also 
shared, for much of the substance of the questioning of this time deter¬ 
mined their outlook also. When we read the complaints of Jeremiah’s 
contemporary Habakkuk against the “violent” man who holds the 
people at his mercy and makes an idol of his military resources (the 
Assyrians are probably meant, Hab. i. 2-4, 12-17), we once again 
immediately recogrdse initially the traditional form of popular lament.^ 
But when the prophet pictured the distress as the triumph of a 
over a he couched it in a special conceptual form, and thereby 

pushed the problem forward in the direction in which the question 
of his whole age lay. Jeremiah and Ezekiel had to address themselves 
to the question, “the fathers have eaten sour grapes, but it is (only) the 
children’s teeth which are set on edge” (Jer. XXXI. 29; Ezek. xviii. 2; 
cf. Lam. V. 7). The familiar quotation is in rebellion against the falling 
asunder of cause and effect, offence and punishment. “Our fathers, 
who sinned, are no more; but it is we who bear their guilt (Lam. v. 7). 
Yet this is not the expression of a consistent individualism, for the catch¬ 
word only contrasts the generations. The younger generation knew 
itself to be cut off from that of the fathers and made responsible for 
itself alone : it can no longer conceive of the possibility that the sowing 
of the fate-bringing action might in certain circumstances only ripen 
in later generations. Because of this it looked on its relationship with 
God as threatened. The Deuteronomistic theology of history had still 
reckoned with the effect of an evil that criss-crossed the generations, 
and made it a basic factor in its whole way of looking at history.*® 
Ezekiel is very different: in his passage dealing with righteousness, he 

Am: VI. 3, vin.5; Is. xxn. 13 , xxviii. 14; Jer. v. la; Ps. Lxxni. n. 

Pss. XLiv, Lxxiv, Lxxix, Lxxx, Lxxxm; Lam. v. 

25 See above, pp. 340, 344 . 


starts by opposing to the contention that evil works on throughout the 
generations the counter-thesis, in the form of a direct word of Jahweh, 
that each individual life belongs to Jahweh, that in his life each man is 
related quite directly to Jahweh (Ezek. xviii. 4). Ezekiel thus disputes 
the popular thesis of a yawning gulf between act and effect-indeed, 
in the way in which he speaks of the individual and his life, and not 
of the generations or of any still wider settings, he shows himself to be 
even more radical and modem than his quemlous contemporaries. 
His counter-thesis is developed paradigmatically in two sections. 

(1) Father, son, and grandson—each stands on his own before Jahweh : 

no kind of transference or balancing up takes place. The npHU of the 
father is of no help to the son, if the latter is a and the 

of the son does not incriminate the grandson, if he is a pns (vss. 5 - 20 ). 

(2) But even the individual’s life is not a single entity before God. The 

can turn to righteousness, and the pn 2 s can depart from his 
loyalty to Jahweh. Again it holds tme that there is no balancing of the 
one with the other : Jahweh does not take the average of the individual’s 
life. Whoso turns to npns , him all his previous evil no longer incrimi¬ 
nates. The way of Jahweh and to life stands open always. On the other 
hand, whoso departs from his loyalty, him even his earlier npis no 
longer saves (vss. 21-32). It is not possible to “tmst in one’s righteous¬ 
ness” and at the same time apply oneself to evil (Ezek. xxxiii. 13). 
Chapter xviii of Ezekiel has been severely criticised, generally because 
an extreme doctrine ofjustification by works has been read into it. But 
Ezekiel understands pns and rather in the sense of a man’s basic 
decision for or against Jahweh, and, as we have already seen, he values the 
keeping of the commandments rather as the sign of a commitment to 
Jahweh. No, the cool, matter-of-fact way in which Ezekiel here ex¬ 
plains that Jahweh just does not judge as men do, and does not draw 
up a final balance as men do, and then says that this is precisely the way 
to save men-herein lies the theological grandeur of the chapter. The 
major premiss which governs all the details is Jahweh’s will that the 
Win should turn and live. Jahweh has no pleasure in his death (vss. 
23, 32).** This chapter of Ezekiel has links with the parable of the 
labourers in the vineyard (Mt. xx. iflf,). Of course, what is decisive for 
the understanding of the whole thing is that Ezekiel is in no sense 
presenting a theoretical sketch of a universally valid doctrine of the 
righteousness of Jahweh and Israel. He is rather speaking, in the direct 
2 ®Eichroclt, Theologie, VOL . in, pp. i42£ 
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prophetic way, to a definite hour, which was already shadowed by an 
approaching end. It is for this hie et nunc, immediately before an appro¬ 
priate day which will decide everything, that what Ezekiel said is valid. 

This must have been one of those moments which occasionally 
overtake a people: because of the breakdown of the old patriarchal 
faith and its conceptions of individual and community, the prospect 
was opened up on the impenetrable supra-personal relationships from 
which the individual now conscious of his isolation saw no way of 
escape. Enlightened understanding now became aware of the load and 
the chains with which the individual was burdened and which scorned 
any rational explanation. Thus, in view of a brutal fate approaching 
the whole community, as again after the catastrophe of 587, the question 
emerged as to what meaning and part the fortunes of the individual 
were to have in the whole complex of events now beginning. A 
kindred problem is also raised in the teaching given in Ezek. xiv. 1 - 20 , 
a passage which is both prophetic and in the spirit of the Wisdom 
literature. Given the case that Jahweh causes hunger, sword, or pesti¬ 
lence to come upon a nation because of grievous sin: even if the three 
exemplary righteous men, Noah, Daniel, and Job, lived in this land, it 
would only be they who were saved. They could not save even their 
sons and daughters in virtue of their own righteousness. The passage 
has close aflinities with Ezek. xviii.5fF. There too surprisingly enough 
Ezekiel attempts no revival of any form of ancient Jahwism’s collec¬ 
tive concept. Rather, he completely shatters the now rotten collectiv¬ 
ism, because it had become a comfortable refuge behind which people 
could hide from Jahweh. The prophet drags the individual out of this 
anonymity into the light and destroys every hidden security and false 
righteousness. If a man cannot rely on his own righteousness, so as to 
hide himself behind it from Jahweh, how much less can he rely on the 
righteousness of others. 

These exposh of Ezekiel are in remarkable contrast to the result of 
the conversations which Abraham had with God about Sodom (Gen. 
XVIII.2ofF.). But it would be a complete misunderstanding to read into 
the latter the protest of an age that was “already” thinking individual- 
istically over against the law of collective liability. In reality, the dia¬ 
logue is from beginning to end collective in its thinking. It is always 
Sodom as a whole that is the subject of concern, not the separating out 
of the righteous from the massa perditionis. But while in the case of a 
W. Ziminerli, “Das Gotteswort des Ezechiel,” in Z.T/j.K, 1951, pp. 255f. 
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more serious offence traditional collective thinking brought the guilt¬ 
less members of the guilty association under punishment as well, in 
this conversation the counter-question was raised, in an extremely 
revolutionary manner, whether, taking it the other way round, the 
presence of a number of righteous people could not have a preserving 
function for the whole. Must Jahweh’s judgment and action in every 
case be determined solely by the wickedness of the many? Could not 
his npns to the whole attest itself in his having regard to the guiltless 
minority, and for their sake forgiving the whole? Jahweh agrees with 
Abraham: even if the number of the righteous was utterly dispropor¬ 
tionate to that of the guilty, “for their sake” Jahweh would forgive the 
city. The passage is absolutely unique, and it is difficult to see where it 
finds its place in the evolution of Israel’s theology. Unlike the old saga 
material in which the Jahwist embedded it, it is the product of inde¬ 
pendent reflexion upon Jahweh’s npns— it comes before us as a 
solitary breakthrough which put something new in place of the old 
collective thinking, something which took the vicarious preserving 
function of the as its starting point. Actually, the section jumps 

over many generations and links up with the prophetic utterances about 
the Servant of God who works salvation “for the many” (is. Lin. 5 , 

I 0).28 

This question as to the way of working of the divine and the human 
was therefore the reverse of the theoretical hair-splitting of a 
small group concerned with theological minutiae; rather it was the 
form in which, from a certain time onwards, the problem of how there 
could be a relationship with Jahweh at all was set. This question became 
actual in the Jerusalem of the end of the monarchical period in face of 
the political fate of the kingdom of Judah: but it also arose in slightly 
different form in the sphere of the life of the individual, in view of 
the “prospenty of the godless” (Ps. Lxxm. 3). That we meet this source 
of affliction contemporaneously in the prophet Jeremiah as well is 
certainly no accident (Jer.xn.iffi). From then on the question remained 
for long one of the most impelling for faith. It is again in no sense merely 
the symptom of an exhausted piety, or one which had become peevish. 
Certainly it did on occasion appear in this less impressive form, as for 
example with Malachi’s contemporaries, who cast side glances at the 
prosperous and put their heads together about the question 

^ But a comexion with Hos. xi. 8f. is also probable; K. Galling, Deuterojesianische 
Theologic, Berlin 1939. pp. 86 fF. 
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“what good is it to us?” (Mai. in.isfF.). It has to be realised that, with 
the idea of the individual’s existence in isolation in the eyes of Jahweh, 
and with the individual’s question as to his personal share in Jahweh’s 
salvation, there became actual one of the final and perhaps most 
serious problems with which Jahwism had to cope. Wherein did the 
individual’s share in Jahweh and his gifts consist? The conception which 
earlier Jahwism had of the saving blessings (land, rest from enemies, 
the blessing of the earth, increase of posterity, etc.) did not, of course, 
admit of an automatic transference to the individual. And even where 
this could be done, it still did not give that completely personal rela¬ 
tionship to Cod which that later age craved. How then could a personal 
relationship of the individual to Jahweh understand and realise itself 
within the larger cultic community.^ Certainly the spiritualisation of 
many cultic ideas which began at this time was of considerable assis¬ 
tance.^® People talked of the circumcision of the heart, of praise as 
sacrifice, of prayer as incense, of Cod as the refuge of the soul of the 
pure in heart, etc.: 

Let my prayer be as incense. 

The lifting up of my hands as an evening sacrifice. 

(Ps. CXLI.2) 

But these spiritualisations are only part of a very far-reaching pro¬ 
cess, namely, the intrusion of rational thinking into the patriarchal cul¬ 
tic world, of which we already got an idea in the theologising of the 
cult in Deuteronomy.®® These spiritualisations also make plain the way 
in which later Israel, helped by its interpretative way of thinking, laid 
hands upon the rites, in order once again to appropriate the world of the 
cult to itself in a living way. Only here, therefore, did the question as 
to the “meaning” of the cultic usages become acute. But as distinct 
from the Deuteronomic theologising, in these spiritualisations the pro¬ 
cess of interpretation and appropriation has markedly the individual as 
its point of reference. He it is who recognises in the rites and sacral 
ordinances a characteristic pointing towards the spiritual and personal, 

S. Mowinckel, Psalmenstudien VI , pp. 5 iff, ; C. Westemann, Das Lohen G ottes 
in den Psalmen, Berlin and Gottingen I954,pp. 53f.; H. Wenschkewitz, “Die Spiritu- 
alisierung der KultusbegrifFc Tempel, Priester und Opfer im NT,” in Angelos, 
Zeitschriftfur die neutestumentliche Wissenschaft, Leipzig 1932, pp. yiff* We still require a 
treatment of the material in the Old Testament. 

On this question see above, p. 228. 
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and with this new understanding he legitimates himself before Jahweh. 
These spiritualisations have been far too readily taken as symptoms of a 
severance from or an “overcoming” of the cult, when in fact they 
served to begin with to preserve the individual’s connexion with the 
material world of the rites; for did a man who spoke of the circum¬ 
cision of the heart thereby turn away from the outward performance of 
circumcision? (Deut. x. 16, xxx. 6; Jer. iv. 4 ). Just as little did those who 
found such great comfort in “refuge with Jahweh” dispute the sanctu¬ 
ary’s function of asylum (Pss. xvi.i,LXi,5[4], and frequently). But 
even very pointed expressions sharpened in the zeal for spiritualisation 
are scarcely equivalent to a radical anti-cultic conception. It is not to be 
denied that this rational appropriation of the cult itself had a great 
number of effects. Once it got under way, it resulted in very consider¬ 
able changes of emphasis within the cult, especially because it depreci¬ 
ated that element in it which defied any spiritualisation, namely, the 
blood-sacrifice.®^ 

Thus perhaps wide circles in later Israel, individuals who had become 
conscious of their individuality, may have included themselves in the 
cultic event and found in it a very personal relationship to Jahweh. 
But how was it with the other partner, Jahweh-did he respond with an 

Pss. XL. 7-g [6-8], L. 8fF., LI. 18 , LXDC. 3if. [3of.]. S. Mowinckel, Psalmenstudien 
VI, Oslo 1924, p. 51. The problem here touched upon could give rise to a considera¬ 
tion of basic importance-does the age of spiritual objects date only from the time 
when they became vocal? Was what the spiritualising expressions in the Psalms 
intended really something new, or was it not already given and demanded in some 
way or other, perhaps in a much less differentiated way, in the old cult as well? For 
the old cult man was a unity, and so he was laid hold of by it totally. In things of 
the cult it is in all seriousness true that when they become objects of reflexion, their 
best days, when their authority was binding, are already behind them. Reflexion 
does not create something really new, but brings into rational consciousness some¬ 
thing which was already previously valid in a more total way. 0. Seel has made this 
clear for ancient Greece in the matter of the concept of consciousness: , as if 

5th century tragedy would have been able to form out of the themes of the epic such 
an enormous amount of the tragic, if this had not been primarily present in it even 
without many words. ... It seems to me that a basic fact of human nature is here 
grasped, something which cannot be abstracted from the structure of man. The 
achievement of the Greeks in the things of the mind from Homer to Plato does not 
consist in the fact that they discovered and created all this out of nothing, but that 
theygradually, and mostly much sooner than we are willing to rero^nwe, drew it into conscious¬ 
ness by meuns offormative expression.*' "Zur Vorgeschichte des GewissensbegrifFs im 
altgriechischen Denken,** in Festschrift fir Franz Dornseiff, Leipzig I943» pp. 297!. 
(italics mine). 
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equally personal entry into the life of the individual and his needs? 
No, the enigmatic character of his action remained unresolved. On the 
other hand, it was only the individual who could really experience the 
incomprehensibility of his action in all its sharpness. Even very dire 
vicissitudes which had come upon the people as a whole, or upon 
districts and towns-defeats in war, or bad harvests or drought-the 
people’s troubled conscience could still explain as condign punishment 
for faithlessness and apostasy from Jahweh. But in the life of the 
individual situations could arise in which Jahweh could absolutely no 
longer be seen as turned towards one in kindness. Vicissitudes could 
occur-and what life was not now and then brought to this extremity? 
-in face of which Jahweh had withdrawn into an impenetrable and 
unbearable hiddenness. The possibility of a real abandonment by God 
began to terrify the faithful, and from now on remained for genera¬ 
tions as a grievous and perplexing threat menacing the individual and 
all his religious ideas. No doubt even the older lamentations of the 
community already spoke of a divine abandonment.32 But this applied 
rather to the relationship to God of a single generation which felt itself 
abandoned by Jahweh, and did not as yet necessarily signify the end of 
any further fellowship of Jahweh with Israel. It was, therefore, if one 
can so put it, only a relative abandonment by God. But with the 
individual, as can well be understood, it was different; for he had to see 
in grievous woe, which might lead to death, an abandonment on the 
part of Jahweh and a renunciation of the relationship on which he had 
believed he could unconditionally rely. This is why the “lamentations 
of the individual” are so full of moving plaints, for every hard fate 
immediately set a question-mark to the whole relationship to God. It 
was here that death became a severe trial, though only externally, 
because it removed man from the sphere in which, if at all, his rehabilita¬ 
tion before Jahweh could take place. 

Oddly enough, the present-day reader finds that this converse of the 
individual with God in these laments yet lacks that final personal note 
which he expects. No doubt he constantly comes up against formula¬ 
tions of incomparable personal fervour and earnestness : but form- 
criticism long ago showed that, as far as phraseology goes, even the 
wholly personal prayers of lamentation move with few exceptions in 
an obviously completely conventionalised body of formulae. In spite 
of the entirely personal form of style in these prayers, the exegete will 

E.g. PSS. XLIV, lOfF. [9fr.],LX.3, LXXIV.I. 


hardly ever succeed in discerning anything like an individual or 
biographically contoured fate behind the details given by the suppliant. 
Rather the suppliants express their sufferings in a few typical and often 
very faded concepts-as for example a “descent into hell” with its 
derivation from mythology (cf. Jon. ii.4ff. [jfE]). Death so violently 
encompassed them that they sank into the abysses of the earth, or the 
waters of chaos closed over them. Another image is suffering at the 
hands of enemies who threaten one’s life. Thus in these prayers the 
personal element proper is only expressed in a considerably diminished 
way, in cultic and conventional&d concepts and phraseology. It 
could perhaps be said that even in these prayers, for all their wonderful 
intimacy, the individual has still not as yet found his way to a full self- 
consciousness or an immediate unrestricted self-presentation. This may 
be true as regards the general history of the mind, if we take modem 
western individualism as a measuring rod. But here the counter¬ 
question has to be put, whether there was ever any intention of such a 
pure se&picturing of the individual. In the sphere of worship, which 
was the Sitz im Leben of these prayers, the relationship of the individual 
to the type could positively not be abandoned, for in it and it alone was 
his link with the community preserved. What the individual bemoaned 
was thus not exclusively his own distress. He never regarded it as his 
own alone, and he therefore expressed it in words and ideas taken from 
the liturgy. In so doing, he could enter the ranks of the invisible com¬ 
pany of those who had had similar or comparable s&ring and who 
had been heard, and in the words of such a prayer others too might 
in turn “fmd a lodging for the night of sorrow.”^ But bound up with 
this liturgical schematisation, which puts its stamp upon even the 
entirely Personal prayers of lamentation and thanksgiving, there is a 
further Point of theological importance. Even if the men who prayed 
depicted their sufieringsin a somewhat depersonalised fashion, the eye 
is nevertheless struck by the extravagance and radicality of the de¬ 
scriptions. Psalm xxn bemoans illness, enemies, poverty, false accusa¬ 
tions, and mockery-almost every conceivable woe is piled up on the 
man praying. The well-known characteristic of the Oriental to run in 
emotion into exaggerated language and extreme pictures is not really 
relevant, because in their phraseology these psalms are in no sense 

^ “I spent the night in solitude ... and finally ... read the Psalms, one of the 

few books in which one is cxjmplctcly at home, however preoccupied and unsettled 
and troubled one may be.” R. M. Rilke, an sem«i Leipzig 1928, p. 247. 
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whatever to be understood as personal outpourings of this kind, but as 
discourses bound to the cult and the liturgy. Thus, for theology we shall 
have to take much more seriously the difference between what was in 
actual fact suffered and the extreme form in which the man at prayer 
to God depicts himself. “In Psalm xxii,however, David descends with 
his complaints to a depth that lies beyond the depths of his suffering.”®^ 
Just as the men who prayed surrounded themselves with a righteousness 
which far outstripped all possibilities of their personal rendering of 
obedience as well as of their spiritual surrender, so in their laments they 
represent themselves as the exemplary sufferers, upon whom has come 
not merely this or that suffering, but the extreme suffering of abandon¬ 
ment by God.®® The theological peculiarity of Ps. CXIX®® is that it has 
entwined the two indissolubly, for the same man who takes his delight 
in the revelation of the will of Jahweh, so as to set it above all earthly 
possessions, and whose heart is consumed with longing for it, is never¬ 
theless put to shame (vs. 22 ), threatened by princes (vs. 23 ), his soul 
cleaves to the dust (vs. 25 ), he is ensnared by the cords of the wicked 
(vs. 61), slandered (vs. 69), oppressed (vs. 78) , persecuted (vs. 84), etc.®^ 
What is predicated of suffering in the psalms of lamentation is in fact 
only another form of man’s presentation of himself before God in 
which he confesses that he is one who awaits the help of Jahweh. So 
too a similar state of affairs exists when the men praying designate 
themselves as “poor” and “wretched.” The conviction that those whose 
legal standing was weak and who were less privileged in the struggle 
of life were the objects of Jahweh’s particular interest reaches far back 
into the history of the people of Jahweh. This conception of the poor 
practically contains a legal claim upon Jahweh; and it was precisely 
this which later made it a self-designation of the pious before Jahweh.®® 
In fact, a great number of references understand these poor quite frankly 

F. Delitzsch, A Biblical Commentary on the Psalms,London 1887, vol. i, p. 372. 
as So too in the hymn: “I lay in sore bonds. ... I stood mocked and put to shame,” 
“I lay in deepest night of death. ...” 

A. Deissler has recently shown how Inappropriate the usual term “psalm of the 
law”is; Ps.iigund seineThcologie, Ein Beitrug zur Erforschung der anthologischen 
Stilgattmgim Alten Testament, Munich 1955, pp. apafF. The psalm meditates on the 
wonders of the divine word. 

Mention would also fall to be made of a further sphere of trials, if Mowinckel’s 
thesis is accepted: he regards casters of spells as the enemies of the individual. It has 
been modified and m-issued by A. Guillaume, Prophecy and D ivination, London 1938 , 
pp. 272 fF. A. Kuschke in 50. 


and directly as those who can justifiably expect the divine protection.39 
This state of being poor also includes a defencelessncss and helplessness, 
as a result of which these men who pray designate themselves as cast 
upon Jahweh alone, as those who seek Jahweh and him alone (Pss. 
XXII. 27 [ 26 ],lxix. 33 [ 32 ]). They reach out to this existence before God 
and picture themselves as in it. Their negative counterpart is the violent, 
who infringe upon the rights of others, especially those of the poor 
man, and even seek his life (Pss. x, xxxv.io,xxxvii. 14). In contrast, 
the “poor man” who commits his affairs to God is the meek one who 
renounces all claims to conduct his own cause. As distinct from the 
violent man, his proud ego is broken in pieces-he is a broken spirit 
(Is. Lvn.15, Lxi. if.; Ps. LI. 19 [ 17 ]). Thus as self-designations the pious 
and the wretched became in the end of great importance for interpret¬ 
ing and filling out the concept of the “righteous.”*® 

4. If we turn back to our question about the trials of the individual, 
we must once again take up the question of the consolation which was 
found in such distresses. As may be imagined, it was very many-sided. 
What calls for chief mention here would be the consolation which was 
given to the men praying, after they had recited their prayer of lament, 
by the so-called priestly oracle of weal in the cult. It has been rightly 
assumed that the “change of mood” in a number of the psalms of 
lamentation is to be derived from the comfort which the suppliant 
received (e.g. in Pss. vi, xxii, xxviii, lvi, lxix).*^ He had heard the 
“fear not,” and then the assurance that Jahweh would not forsake him, 
but would be with him and be his helper. The cult thus directed these 
men to hold fast to Jahweh and hope in him. This note they took up, 
and they then addressed this “hope in God” to themselves.*® Cer¬ 
tainly, the darkness encompassing the suppliant received no explana- 

Pss. DC. 10 [g], xn. 6, XIV. 6 [5], xviii. 28 [27], xxxv. 10 , cxvi. 6, ext. 13 [12], 
CXLVL 7, CXLDC. 4. 

*® This still does not give a negative answer to the question whether a group which 
can sociologically be more precisely defined stands behind this self-picture of the 
man at prayer. On the discussion of this problem see J. J. Stamm, “Ein Vierteljahr- 
hundert Psalmenforschung,” in Th* R., 1955, pp. 55ff. 

*^Begrich has given a convincing reconstruction of the priestly oracle of weal on 
the basis of texts in Deutero-Isaiah, in Z,A,W., 19 ^ 4 , pp. 8iff. Of special importance 
as showing the existence of this oracle is Lam. in. 5 5-7 : “Then I called on thy name ... 
thou didst hear my call . . . thou wert^ near when I called on thee, and didst say, 
‘Do not fear’.” 

Pss. XLH. 6, 12 [5,n], xxv. 3, 21, xxxw. g, 34, lxix. 4, 7 [3f 6], exxx. sff. 
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tion, but he knew that he would yet acknowledge Jahweh’s help, and 
was aware that no one who hopes in Jahweh would be put to shame. 
Thus, the soul is “silent” for God, since from him comes its hope.^® 
Nor is it to mind the prosperity of the wicked, for this is brittle and 
does not last.^^ These and similar thoughts of comfort could afford 
many a sufferer consolation in grievous trials. Much less often do we 
find the view which was afterwards to play such a prominent part in 
the Christian faith, namely that suffering is of service in man’s training 
and refining, and is therefore a positive factor in God’s determination 
for men’s salvation. But occasionally we do meet with the confession 
that Jahweh had “weighed a man down” and “punished” him in order 
to save him, and that precisely through this suffering he had been 
brought into a deeper and more personal relationship to God (Pss. 
Lxvi.io [1 iLCXViii.i 8, cxix. 67, 71 ). These confessions are a spiritual¬ 
isation of the old doxology of judgment, for to those who reflected 
upon it in retrospect what was at one time regarded as just punishment 
now appeared as a helpful discipline pointing a man to God. This idea 
of discipline has its special representative in Elihu, when he was con¬ 
fronted by the complaints of Job (Job xxxiii. 12-33,cf.v.iyfF.). But 
on the whole we cannot help noticing how difficult it was for Israel to 
see suffering, which she regarded as something absolutely hostile to 
life, as relative, and how stumbling her way was to find in divine 
training a rational view of it, comprehensible to faith. 

Another consolation in face of suffering which, although lacking any 
very broad basis in textual references, still came to have an incalculable 
influence because of its theological radicality, might be called the conso¬ 
lations of the spiritual. The idea that the oppressed “hid” himself 
with Jahweh, and that he could “seek refuge” with him, is bound up 
with the function of the sanctuary as asylum for one who was being 
pursued. But it became divorced from this sacral institution and, given 
a spiritualised sense, passed over into the general language of prayer/® 
In some of the psalms this process of spiritualisation led to very radical 
results. Psalms xvi and LXii begin with the avowal of asylum-and 
this is also heard at crucial points in Pss. xxvii and XXXVI (Pss. xxvii. 
I, 5, XXXVI. 8 [7]). If we listen to these psalms with an ear directed to 
the question as to what these blessings of being hidden with Jahweh 

^3 Ps. LXII. 2, 6 [i, 5 ]. 1. IT’D!, cf. Ps. xxxvn. 7. 

Pss. xxxvn. ifF., xcn. s [ 7 ], cxxv. 3; Job xx. sffi 

Pss. XVII. 8, Lvn. 2 [1], LXX. 17 [16], lxx. 5 [4],lxiv.ii [10]. 


really consist in, we come upon expressions saying very much more 
about the bliss of spiritual communion with Jahweh than about out¬ 
ward satisfaction. “Jahweh is my bliss” Onaits), “I have ever set me 
Jahweh before mine eyes” (Ps. xvi.2, 8). The last wish which is still 
open to the man praying in Ps. xxvii is to dwell in the house of Jahweh 
all the days of his life, in order “to behold the beauty of Jahweh” 
(miTDwnmm Ps. xxvn. 4). The men who pray in these terms 
are certainly no ascetics-“they feast in the abundance of thy house” 
(Ps. XXXVI. g [8]) — ^but the tenor of these psalms does show clearly 
how for them everything is lifted into the realm of the spirit. It is an 
extreme spiritualisation which is attained here-a retreat into the realm 
of the most sublime communion with God which has made these men 
practically unassailable from the outside. The succinct statement ‘for 
thy steadfast love is better than life” (Ps. LXin.4[3]) gives a glimpse 
of how fimdamentally the relative importance of all values had changed, 
for normally life and its enhancement through Jahweh’s blessing was 
at all times the highest of good things for Israel. This discrimination 
between lovingkindness and life was something wholly new: it signi¬ 
fied the discovery of the spiritual as a reality beyond the frailty of the 
corporeal. This faith no longer had need of anything external, neither 
the saving history nor objective rites, for Jahweh’s salvation apper- 
tamed to it from within itself. A man can now say to Jahweh in prayer, 
“Besides thee I desire naught upon earth: my heart and my flesh may 
fail, but God remains at all times my rock and my portion” (Ps. LXXIII. 
25 f.)- The obscure words “with thee is the fountain of life, and in thy 
light we see light” (Ps. XXXVI. 10 [g]) probably also belong to this 
sphere of what is by now an almost mystical spirituality. 

The expression “Jahweh is my portion” occurs quite a number of 
times in connexion with the spiritualised idea of asylum and has a long 
prehistoiy. 

Jahweh is my portion and my cup. 

Thou hast made my lot (**^^ 13 ) broad; 

The lines have fallen to me in pleasant places; 

Yes, my heritage Cn'?m) pleases me. 

(Ps. XVI. sfi) 

The figure of speech, “portion” and “lot,” is allied to an actual usage 
in sacral law, namely the sacral allocation of land tenure “in the com¬ 
munity of Jahweh” (Mic. ii. 5). Something of the technical procedure 
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in this apportionment can be gathered from the allocation of the land 
to the tribes in the Book of Joshua, for tenure was granted by Jahweh 
not only to the families, but also to the tribes.^® One tribe alone, Levi, 
was excepted from this arrangement. But Jahweh did not on that 
account make less provision for it, for “Jahweh is his portion” (m.T 
in‘?n3Nin, Deut. X. 9 ). The Priestly Document too knows of this idea: 
“I (Jahweh) am thy part (p'^n) and portion” (11^113, Num. xviii. 20 ). 
Initially this prescription simply contains a regulation for the mainte¬ 
nance of Levi, and is consequently to be understood in a perfectly 
material way (Deut. xviii.i) :Lcvi does not maintain itself by work on 
the land; it does not in fact hold any land, but lives from the shares in 
the sacrifices and other cultic payments. But Jahweh’s word, “I am thy 
part,” embraced much more than merely a regulation for material 
maintenance; indeed, its full potential spiritual content was only realised 
by later generations as they still appealed to the fact that Jahweh was 
“their portion.” It is probable that those who unfolded this ancient 
phrase in all its amazing content belonged to Levitical circles, if for no 
other reason than this, that the poets of the Psalms are to be looked for 
principally among the Levitical temple-singers.47 
It is in the light of this prehistory that Pss. XVI and Lxxm. 23ff. are 
to be understood-they are spiritual exegeses of the ancient phrase, 
“I am thy portion.” Jahweh pronounced it, and Levi had accepted it.*® 
Here too we are dealing with one of those ancient sacral phrases which 
were handed on through many generations and all of a sudden released 
quite unexpected contents. From it was derived the offer of a com¬ 
munion with Jahweh which could not be lost, because it could not be 
at all touched by disturbances in outward circumstances. But could it 
really never be lost-even in face of death? It was inevitable that this 
new idea of a life with Jahweh which survived physical disturbances 
would have to face up to the reality of death. So it is not at all sur¬ 
prising that precisely Pss. xvi and LXXni make very radical statements 
about the relationship to death of the man praying. They are of course 
very allusive and therefore not in themselves completely unambiguous 

G . von Rad, “Verheissenes Land und Jahwes Land im Hexateuch,” in Z.D.P.K, 
1943 , pp. ipifF., reprinted in Ges. Studicn, pp. 87ff. 

But this spiritualised understanding is in no way due to later attempts to find 
theological meanings, as can be gathered from the Levitical name Hilkiah (“Jahweh 
is my portion,” n Kings xvm. 37, xxn. 4), which is attested even in the pre-exilic 
period. How popular must the understanding have been even then when it could 
determine the name of a child! Cf. also Ps. cxrn, 6 [5] ; Lam. m. 24. 
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for us from the exegetical point of view. This is especially true of 

Ps. xvi: 

Therefore my heart is glad, my soul exults, 
my flesh also will dwell securely; 

For thou wilt not abandon my life to the realm of the dead, 
thou wilt not let thy godly one see the pit. 

Thou showest me the way to life, 
fullness and joy is before thy face, 
pleasure is in thy right hand for ever. 

Unquestionably, the passage can also be taken in the sense of preserva¬ 
tion from a death that is hanging over the man who prays-Jahweh will 
not let him die at present, but will restore him to life again. On the 
other hand, later-at the latest Acts ii. +-the passage became a locus 
classicus for the doctrine of the resurrection. We do not come very 
much further with such texts in cultic or hymnic phraseology by asking 
only about their absolute content, as it were about the “poet’s under¬ 
standing of himself’: practically everything depends on the meaning 
and sense in which they were prayed and repeated on each occasion. 
And on that point do we really have such exact knowledge-especially 
in what concerns the post-exilic period-that we can make categorical 
judgments, as is still done in the exegesis of the Psalms? 

With Ps. LXXm things are, in our opinion, considerably clearer. 

But I am ever with thee: thou hast taken hold of my right hand; 
According to thy counsel wilt thou lead me and hereafter carry me 
to glory. 

Whom have I in heaven? Besides thee I desire naught on earth. 

My flesh and my heart may fail, but God remains at all times my 
rock and my part. 

Yea, those who forsake thee perish. 

But my possession is to draw near to God; I have put my refuge in 

Jahweh.*® 

What is said in vs. 24b no doubt surprises us, but it is neither 

For the translation and interpretation of vs. 246 cf. J. J. Stamm, Leiden, pp. 47f. ; 
R. Martin-Achard, From Death to Life, trans. J. P. Smith, Edinburgh i 960 , pp. i 6 ifF. 
In this psalm too the idea of dwelling with Jahweh has echoes in the words n3"1p 
D'‘n'7K (H. Birkeland in Z.A.W.,i 9 $o,p. loi). It occurs repeatedly in kindred psalms 
(Pss. xxra. 6 , xxvn. 4, lxi. 5), and must obviously relate to a group of the Levitical 
personnel of the Temple (Ps. lxv. 5 [4])- 
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untranslatable nor incapable of explanation. The terse form, “God 
takes a man away” ppb) ,b dongs in its conciseness to a range of 
originally mythological concepts current in Israel, and also in Old 
Babylonia, namely that of “translation.” Israel had already given clear 
expression to the idea that Jahweh had other realms at his disposal, 
and had the power and liberty to translate men into them, in the 
story of the ascension of Elijah (11 Kings ii.ifE), or in the note about the 
translation of Enoch (Gen. v. 24). But in after times the psalmists harked 
back to this old idea. “God himself will redeem my life, free from 
Shcol: he will carry me away” (Ps. XLIX,16 [is]). This statement can 
hardly be referred to anything other than a life after death, for the 
thought of the whole psalm revolves, in the sense of the problem of 
theodicy, around the question of the grace of Jahweh in the life of the 
individual, and comes to the conclusion that the proud rich must 
remain in death. This then, death, is the last great separator.*® And this 
is obviously the opinion of Ps. Lxxni as well. For neither Ps. XLix 
nor Ps. LXXincan be fitted simply into the series of psahns of lament or 
thanksgiving-they contain no descriptions of any actual need, with 
the familiar expressions of deliverance. They are rather pervaded by a 
strong striving after a principle which does not stop short at a single 
calamity, but presses forward to the basis of the problem. The poetic 
form must not make us overlook the fact that these psalms express the 
theological problem in its most acute form: how is Jahweh’s help to 
and blessing of those who are loyal to him realised in face of the pros¬ 
perity of the godless? The consolation runs thus: Jahweh holds his 
pious one fast, and remains his God in every situation in life, and even 
death cannot remove the communion vouchsafed to him.61 But it 
would certainly be wrong to see in this certainty something like a 
dramatic religious “breakthrough.” Our sharp alternative of ante-- or 
post-mortem certainly seems to be a distinction that is alien to these 
statements in the Psalms : nor are we to imagine that in the atmosphere 
of Canaan, impregnated as it was with myths, the idea of a life after 

^ P. Volz, “Psalm 49/’ in ZAW,, 1937* pp. 235®*. To assume that Ps. xux only 

speaks of a preservation from an evil end (as C. Barth does, Errettung, p. 159 ), is to 
break down the whole antithesis of the psalm, for the repeated statement that the 
rich stay in death would in this case be no answer to this question of the man praying, 
if the same fate were in store for him. 

“The approaches to a belief in an individual resurrection found in the OT arc 
due to a demand for the accomplishment of justice.” J. Pedersen, “Wisdom and 
Immortality,” in Vet Test, SuppL m (i 955 )» P- H5- 
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death was some unheard-of novelty, since as early as the time of 
Ezekiel the cult of a dying and rising god had forced its way into the 
Temple itself (Ezek, vm. 14). It is rather the reverse of a break¬ 
through : the men praying express a great peace and security; the com¬ 
munion with Jahweh is one that cannot be destroyed. The main phrases 
describing this confidence are “thou art my part” and “I am ever with 
thee”: all else is already really given in the communion that at present 
exists.68 What was still needed for its unfolding and its application to 
the individual was only a special stressing of the unbounded extent 
of this communion-it reached even over death. For this the old idea 
of being translated was of help, though now it was obviously looked 
for less mythologically, as an event taking place after death. It is 
also easy to imagine that an unconscious influence was exerted by 
certain ideas which were in the air and which were’ originally non- 
Israelite.** 

A thorough-going change was introduced by Apocalyptic with its 
expectation of a general resurrection, first apparently only of the 
righteous (Is. xxvi. I9)> and then of a resurrection of all, some “to 
eternal contempt,” others to “eternal life” (Dan. xn. 1-3). The differ¬ 
ence is obvious. In the psalms, it was the word of Jahweh addressed to 
the individual in a wholly personal way which bore him over the 
threshold of death, because he abandoned himself to it completely. 
What was characteristic for man’s situation over against death was 
precisely the lack of a generally accepted hope in something beyond, 
and that inevitability in which nothing remained but to cast oneself on 
Jahweh’s word which alone promised life, and to hide oneself in it 
before death. On the other hand in Apocalyptic, the resurrection of the 
dead is merely one act in the great apocalyptic events of the end, 
the main essentials of which were already fixed in anticipation. These 

^^lLEie$ea£di,The Resunecthn in Ezekiel XXXVIl and in the Dura-Europos 
Mtttkigs, Uppsala Umvmitets Anskrifi, Uppsala and Leipzig 1948 , pp- 3^ 

*• 'What gives mutual connexion to all these testimonies about the overcoming of 
death in the life of tihe individual is the building up of their certainty of the gift of 
fidloindbip with God which they etyoy. Becaxise has spoken to man and speaks 
to him still, he is freed from the compiilsion of having to die and sees ahead of him a 
path leading to life.” Eichrodt, Theologie, vOL. m, p. 165. 

** When Job fancies that he can perhaps expect a turning to him on Jahweh's part 
even after his dcath( Job xrv. laff.), this too is hardly just the free play of his imagina¬ 
tion; he had got hold of an idea which was already somewhere or other in existence 
in a wcU-defined shape. 
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events overtake the whole world and therefore the individual as well, 
who has to hold himself in readiness for them. 

5 . Finally, in connexion with Israel’s trials and consolations, we must 
deal with the Book ofjob, in which, as in a concave mirror, is gathered 
together very much of the trials meted out to Israel, and intensi¬ 
fied into a superhuman suffering.®® In the gigantic literary complex 
which stands under the name of Job, the oldest layer, the narrative 
prose framework (Job i-ii^XLii.y-iy), is of course to be considered 
separately, for it would be a mistake to try to understand it against the 
background of a deeply shaken faith. Its place is obviously still prior to 
the outbreak of the crisis described above. It tells the story of a question 
raised in heaven and an answer given on the earth. The accuser-by no 
means an opponent of God from Hell, but an official of the royal house¬ 
hold of Jahweh, a kind of heavenly public prosecutor-had on an 
audience day put the question of whether the piety of Job, who was 
renowned as completely blameless, was not in principle interested. The 
question —^it is that of the “wholeness’ ’ (non, Job ii.g)of the relation¬ 
ship with God-was definitely put in Jahweh’s own interests, and in all 
that follows the accuser properly appears only as the prolonged arm of 
Tahweh. Of the heavenly prehistory of his sufferings Job himself knows 
nothing. It is remarkable too that he does not apply any kind of theo¬ 
logical interpretation to his suffering of his own accord: he confines 
himself to the solemn assertion that he can see nothing in this suffering 
which must cast doubt on his loyalty to Jahweh. But it would be wrong 
to understand these two avowals of Job’s as evidence of an almost stoical 

®® As we today recognise, the Book of Job belongs to a by no means small group 
of literary works of the ancient East which are akin to one another in respect of 
their literary form (they are generally works constructed as dialogues), and which in 
particular show a clear kinship in content, inasmuch as they raise complaints about 
suffering, especially innocent suffering, and seek to give an answer to the problem of a 
theodicy. The prayer of thanksgiving (deriving from Babylon), “I will praise the 
lord of Wisdom,” a dialogue between a sufferer and his ffiends, and between a master 
and his slaves, belongs to them. The well-known Egyptian dialogue of a su£^er with 
his soul ranges itself alongside them. All these texts are translated inAN.E.T. 
Sumerian fragments of the complaints of a suflfercr and the end of his au&rings have 
recently been discovered (N. S. Kramer, “Man and his God. A Sumerian variation to 
the Job’ motiv** in Vet. Test., Suppl. ni(i955), pp lyoflF.). Because of the variety of 
questions in dispute, the time has not yet come for a thorough comparison of these 
works. Cf. however J. J. Stamm, Leiden. More recent literature on Job — which almost 
passes all bounds-is given by C. Kuhl, in Th.R., 1953, pp. 257ff'.; 1954, pp. 
261ff. 
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imperturbability, or of an extreme self-mastery. In his whole behaviour 
Job shows himself a vulnerable man. What he says is rather to be taken 
as something quite simple and sober, something self-evident for faith. 
The two answers are not an extreme achievement of his faith-no, 
so safe and sheltered is he in his faith that he can only ask with amaze¬ 
ment whether one would really grant to God only the power to give, 
and not the power to take away as well. But in so saying Job justified 
the “word of honour” which God had given for him before the whole 
royal household of heaven. This man who was cast into the dust had 
suffered “for the glory and pride of Jahweh/’®® Job is thus a judgrvgy 
a witness in the best sense of the term, for he took up a clearly positive 
attitude to a concern of God’s. After Jahweh’s conversation with the 
accuser, all the heavenly beings-so we have to picture it-must have 
been eagerly waiting to see whether Job would justify the word of 
God which was now at stake, or discredit it. Obviously there are con¬ 
nexions between this office and the title “servant” which the narrative 
so insistently applies to Job (i. 8 , ii. 3, 7, XLii.yf.).®^ But it is to quite a 
different spiritual and religious world that we are transported by the 
dialogues in chs. m-XLn, which perhaps several hundred years later 
were incorporated into the pre-exilic prose narrative, for they show a 
completely different Job-not the man wholly sheltered in his faith 
and his commitment to God, but one sinking into all the depths of 
abandonment by God, and accusing him, indeed a blasphemous and 
scorning Job. 

The understanding of this section with the dialogues is made ex¬ 
tremely difficult by the lack of a clear progression of thought and a 
clearly fixed subject of conversation. The problem is presented on wide 
canvases rather than in clearly defined points. The poet seems to be 
concerned to elucidate a widespread whole rather than a single truth. 
Because of this, if, for example. Job expatiates on the general fact that 
life is sufl^ing (Job vii. iff.), or if the friends recite wide-ranging 
poems about the nemesis which inevitably overtakes the sinner (Job 
XV. lyfE, XVIII. sff.), we must not call this a deviation from the theme. 
When the theme is interrupted by quite ordinary observations on 
human suffering or on the phenomenon of evil, the reader often com¬ 
pletely loses sight of the main problem of Job. Much of what is said 

®® J. G. Herder, Votn Gei$t der ebrdischen Poesie (Bibl. theol. Klassiker, vol.xxx), 

P- 137. 

J. Hempel in Zeitschrift fxir systematische Theologie, 1929, pp. < 545 f. 
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refers very slightly or even not at all ad hominem : and in addition there 
is no consistent psychological working out. The building up of the 
speakers as characters with features of their own is merely begun with¬ 
out being followed out, and in the speeches-those ofjob in particular 
-sections keyed in totally different moods are often placed hard up 
against one another. Recognition of the highly composite character of 
the speeches from the point of view of form-criticism further increases 
the problem of interpretation. Thus, for example, Eliphaz’s first speech 
(Job ivf.) does not in any sense consist of a fairly unified sequence of 
thought, but is a series of entities of very different kinds, each of which 
has its own structure of thought and thesis within itself. Eliphaz offers 
Job at least five different and remarkably slightly connected proposi¬ 
tions to ponder. An essay to reconstruct a tolerably unified pro¬ 
gression of ideas would fail to recognise that these speeches just do 
not attempt to solve the problem by this way of a uniform and consis¬ 
tent process of deduction; they do it by striking note after note in 
differing lines of thought and so move in a much wider stream towards 
the solution.®® This opens up a glimpse into the spiritual movement 
in the dialogues as a whole. These partners in conversation do not take 
up the thread of conversation from one another—-indeed they do not 
seem even to listen to one another. So the impression is given that 
each speaks only to the problem round which they all seem to be en¬ 
camped. Thus, each speech moves from the periphery inwards-and, 
as we saw, each moves on rather a broad front-without taking any 
notice worth mentioning of its predecessor. And within the speeches 
themselves we sometimes come on a completely new beginning. Eor 
no one can take Job xvii.ifF. as a continuation of ch. XVI. In ch. xvii 
the culminating point that had been reached is completely removed 
from sight. In ch. xvi. 18-22 one train of thought reached its end and 
arrived at a particularly important conclusion, but in ch. xvii a new 
one starts on its way. It is precisely by means of this discursiveness, 
which we find hard to bear, that the poet reaches the goal towards 
which he strives : to some extent he encircles the problem, and by shed¬ 
ding light on it from as many sides as possible and approaching its 

Duhm asks in his commentary; “Does Eliphaz intend to teach or warn?" But 
who is to say that he intends one thing only? This single example itself shows how 
hazardous it is to keep speaking of the "'schema** the closed "system" in the theology 
of the friends. (So e.g. A. Weiser in his commentary, A.T.D., 2nd edn. Gottingen 
1956, passim,) 
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solution from as many points of the compass as possible, he suc¬ 
ceeds in comprehending the subject under discussion in its totahty.69 
If this is a proper way of looking at it, then exegesis will have to be 
prepared to do greater justice to the contribution made by the speeches 
of the friends, instead of minimising their arguments to the point 
of caricature right from the start. Alongside Job’s revolutionary 
argument, and in terms of the effect of breadth mentioned above, 
this side of the tradition is in actual fact quite indispensable. The 
expositor must therefore take account of the fact that the individual 
component parts and sections in this poem are set side by side much 
more spaciously and in a certain sense much less relatedly and with 
more independent validity than we in the western world are used to 
finding in dialogues. The exegete must then show restraint by not 
drawing things closer together and relating them more to each other 
than their setting in the poem warrants. Nevertheless in Job’s mono¬ 
logue at least, a certain progression of thought can be seen. 

In clamorous contrast to the quiet and almost solemn restraint of 
the prose story, the Job of the dialogue starts by cursing his life and the 
day appointed as his birthday. To some extent this third chapter con¬ 
tains the spiritual lay-out of the dialogue-it shows the inner realm in 
which it will unfold itself In spite of certain points of accord with 
similar lamentations, in its compactness and sharpness this outburst of 
despair is something quite new and as yet unheard of in Israel. Erom 
the outset we have to take into account more than just a single cause 
in connexion with the inner prehistory of this religious collapse. Many 
factors may have been working towards it for a long time. A general 
loss of authority sufiered by the old concepts of faith, an emancipation 
into a very spiritual religiosity, particularly in circles who thought in 

"For the Israelitewas not the solving of abstract problems. He does not 
add link to link, nor does he set up major and minor premisses from which con&ions 
are drawn. To him thinking is to grasp a totality. He directs his soul towards the 
principal matter, that which determines the totality, and receives it into his soul, 
the soul thus being immediately stirred and led in a certain direction": Pedersen, 
Israel 1 - 11 , p. 180 ; cf. pp. i24£ But besides this mode of thought, which is alien to us, 
the poetic element too, Le. that intractable enthusiasm in portrayal, asserts its claim. 
Here writes a man who reckons with readers who are able to linger beside the 
various magnificent pictures and are not merely concerned with the theological con¬ 
tent of the various units. How much more briefly it could all have been put! Good 
observations on this writer's style and method of presentation are to be found in P. 
Humbert,“Le modemisme de Job," in VeuTest,, Suppl. iii (1955), p.155. 
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terms of wisdom, a stepping out from the security of traditional sacral 
orders, a transference of the religious centre of gravity to reflexion and 
teaching, a radical individualisation of the life of faith-all these may 
have played a part. What does Job know of the saving orders of the 
cult or of what Jahweh had rooted in the history? It is in an existence 
totally without community or saving history that Job in steely isola¬ 
tion carries on his struggle with God. Probably one further thing ought 
specially to be borne in mind in the search for the reasons for this 
catastrophe. It has often been remarked that, like all the peoples of anti¬ 
quity, Israel brought experiences of suffering into causal connexion 
with evil. It was her deep conviction that every evil act set in progress 
a bane which sooner or later had to rebound upon the agent. The bane 
was thus set in motion by the fate-bringing act itself; indeed, it was a 
part of it. This idea was not so divorced from reality as modem man 
might imagine. On the one hand, it rested upon rich and ever-fresh 
experience: and on the other-at least in older times-it was elastic 
enough to make room even for very mysterious sequences of events. 
But in Job’s extremely individualistic piety, where now only that 
which happened between God and the as it were absolute individual 
still had relevance, this idea of bane became very questionable.60 Let 
him be shown the evil corresponding to his suffering ! (Job VI. 24). 
Is he to see in his s&ring God’s verdict of guilty upon him? But he 
refuses to let himself be declared guilty in this way Job X. 2; 

cf. lx. 29, X. 7). We gather from all this that Job was still far from having 
absolutely left behind the old idea of the fate-bringing act-it troubles 
him greatly that his suffering has risen up as a witness against him 
(Job XVI. 8 ). Above all, we have to see clearly that of himself Job has 
nothing to put in the place of the old point of view. The peculiarity 
of his situation is precisely that, with the breakdown of the old religious 
ideas. Job saw himself confronted by a theological abyss in which every¬ 
thing that faith was able to say about God was lost, and over which 
remained only Jahweh in his boundless power and holiness. And now 
Job passionately contends against the friends on behalf of the incom¬ 
parable freedom of this absolute Jahweh, whose deeds are uncontrol- 

^^This is notof coursetD say thatthiswasthefirstcrisisin the picturing of the fiite- 
effecting act. As is shown by the psalms mentioned above which treat of theodicy, 
the crisis goes very much further back. Indeed, the Deuteronomistic idea of the 
word of Jahweh which brought about judgment was also in itself an important 
modification. 


lable by any human reason. Aspccial part of it is the divine freedom to 
root justice where he pleases. It is not as if God were bound to some 
norm of right, so that there was, as it were, an umpire who, in case of 
a dispute between God and man, could engage both to observe the 
rule (Job ix. 32f.). Jahwe i is so free and powerful that he himself deter¬ 
mines what is right, and is always in the right against man. This is the 
root point of Job’s supreme trial. Two opposing insights stand before 
him. In spite of his suffering he cannot admit that by a grievous sin he 
has disturbed his hitherto intact relationship with God. On the other 
hand, he knows that this does not at all avail him, for God is completely 
free and his right alone is valid. This threatens Job’s whole existence 
before God, for he believes that he has to look upon himself as guilty— 
indeed, he now recognises with increasing dismay in what a hostile 
way this absolute power and freedom of God manifest themselves 
against man. In this connexion Job cannot comprehend why this 
immeasurably powerful God does not magnanimously overlook 
frail man, but lies in wait for him and tests him. “Why dost thou 
not leave me alone till I but swallow my spittle?” (Job vn. 19 ). But 
what is without parallel is that Job does not hide himself, or flee 
from this God, but accepts the battle with him. His complaints are 
largely a prayer to Jahweh to preserve the picture of himself in Job’s 
soul. 

Because of the abundance of the themes which Job strikes up, and 
the rapid way in which he changes from one to the other, it is far from 
easy to see what the real point at issue for Job is in this struggle or why 
he accepted it. Much space is taken up by outbursts of terror at the 
measurelessness of the power of God and the freedom with which he 
makes use of it. In fact. Job’s terror and abhorrence can clearly be seen 
increasing in his speeches, until in chs. XVI and xvn such a measure of 
dread of God is reached as can hardly be surpassed. Here the picture 
of God turns completely into that of a demon-God: he gnashes his 
teeth upon Job, he “sharpens his eyes” over him —^LXX speaks of “eye- 
daggers”-he appears to Job now only as a devil’s frightening face. 
God has seized Job by the neck and dashed him in pieces, pierced him 
through his kidneys, and his gall is poured out on the earth. Thus, in 
Job’s relationship to God there can be discerned a growing estrange¬ 
ment, an ever-widening gulf. He has here sunk down into an abyss of 

On this cf. W. Vischer,“Hiob ein Zeuge Jesu Christi," in Zwischen den Zeiten, 
Munich i933>pp. 
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terror which far outstrips anything the psalmists had to say.®^ But, in 
an extremely paradoxical way, with this is interwoven another com¬ 
pletely different and opposed movement. Job presses on to God: in 
all circumstances the important thing is to have speech with him, and 
in so desiring Job is clearly thinking of a legal contest (Job Vi. 29, 
ix.i5f., 32 f.,xiii. 3 , 13 - 16 , 22). There has to be a verdict between him 
and God, and he. Job, will force it. What gives him courage for this 
lawsuit, as well as the certainty that he will be able to stand up to the 
test, is his “righteousness” alone, to which he holds fast, his “perfec¬ 
tion” (non) which he does not let go (Job xxvn. 5f.). This insistence 
of Job’s on his own righteousness—which strikes uncomfortably on 
present-day ears —^is the real subject of his whole contention with God, 
and to it he constantly returns until he unfolds it in its grandest form 
in the famous declaration of his guiltlessness, the “oath of purification” 
in ch. XXXI. But are Job’s protestations of guiltlessness then to be judged 
in principle differently from those of the Psalms? 

I clothed myself in righteousness, it was my clothing; 

in justice as a robe and a turban. 

(Job XXIX. 14) 

These identical words could stand in one of the psalms of the innocent 
sufferers, the only difference being that Job insists on his npns in a 
very much more impassioned way. When he boasts of his righteousness 
and the perfection of his relationship to God, he certainly does not 
thereby regard himself as without sin (Job XIV. 4, ix. 2): he only pre¬ 
supposes a relationship in which God is graciously turned towards man, 
which he for his part has not broken by any renunciation. On the 
contrary, it was he who sought it, while God has withdrawn from him 
into ever deeper concealment. Even the Job remote in his individualistic 
isolation and struggling for the clarification of his shattered relationship 
to God still moves wholly within the ideas and concepts by means of 
which Jahweh had hitherto dealt with his own in the cult. His question 
is not, as we constantly find said, “the meaning of s&ring as such,” 
but precisely that justification of himself which he thinks has been lost. 
Actually in regard to genre too a dependence upon procedures of ancient 

W. Schadewaldt once spoke of Sophocles as among the Greeks the discoverer 
of suffering at its most extreme (Sophocles und das Leid,Votsdm, 1947, p. 19) J the 
same could be said in Israel of the poet who wrote the dialogues in Job. 
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sacral law can be established. The way in which the material is laid 
out in the final monologue-oath of purification, appeal for a divine 
judgment, the divine answer—certainly rests upon a very much older 
ceremonial in sacral law (Job xxxi).®® The case in Job xxiii. 3ff. is the 
same. Here again Job speaks of his wish to be admitted to God’s 
presence, to be submitted to examination (vs. 10).®® In other cases Job 
moves in concepts belonging to the sphere of extra-cultic law-he 
cries out ipsr) for his right in just the same way as someone who is 
deprived of it raises a complaint before the king (cf. n Kings vi. 26). 
He conjures the earth not to let his blood trickle away, that his cry may 
not come to rest.®® Even in the cry in which he appeals to God as the 
avenger of blood, he reached back to a very ancient idea-God is the 
owner of all life : wherever life is threatened by some violence, God’s 
immediate interest is at stake. Job knows this, and therefore makes his 
solemn appeal to God-against God. In the tremendous tension of his 
struggle the picture which he has of God threatens to be tom in pieces 
before his eyes. Something of the sort had already been foreshadowed 
in ch. XIV. But there Job sought a solution in the sense of a temporal 
sequence-f&t the God of wrath acts, and then the God who loves his 
creature. But now the severance between the protecting God of the 
tradition and the destructive God of Job’s experience has so sharpened 
that they both exist together. Even if Job suddenly and rapturously 
experienced the God who was his fiiend, he is nevertheless not able to 
delete the reality of the God who is his foe. He makes solemn appeal 
from the one to the other, and he knows that the God who is his surety, 
his redeemer, will lead his cause to victory against God the adversary. 
Everyone who reads the book must see in the two passages. Job xvi. 
i9fF. and XIX. 23ff., the climax of Job’s struggle: nowhere else does 
such a certainty and consolation enfold him as here. Nevertheless these 
passages are not to be called the solution, for the dialogue does not 

®* A. Weiser, Hioi (A.T.D.), pp. n, 214. The sequence of the ceremonial is dis¬ 
turbed by the late insertion of the speech of Blihu. Or^;inally» the challenge to God 
(Job XXXI. 35-7) was certainly immediately followed by God’s answer. 

®® For the various testing rituals in connexion with oracles cf. R. Press in Z,A, W,, 
1933 , pp. i 2 ifF., 227ff. 

®® Job XVI. I 8fF. The murder cry is the vox oppressorum, the most rudimentary appeal 
for legal protection to the nearest person competent. For the role of the blood, cf. 
Gen. IV. 10 . The fact that Job speaks of his blood makes it again clear that he is using 
well-defined concepts which are only in the transferred sense applicable to him; 
cf. Ps. XXX. TO [ 9 ]* 




THEOLOGY OF ISRAEL'S TRADITIONS 


SRA EL BEFORE J A H W E H 


416 

of course end here.^® Besides, God’s answer in ch. xi.ifF. —which is 
perhaps more original compared with ch. xxxviiif.—for its part makes 
further reference to Job’s accusations, a sure sign that for all the comfort 
to which he has won through, the matter is not yet at its end. 

Even with all due reserve in simplifying the inner complexity of the 
work, these divine answers must be understood as the climax which, 
as the poet understood it, brings Job’s struggles to a conclusion.®’ 
But it must surprise all who read it that God’s answer deals with 
something completely different from what Job had asked about. Yet 
this is far from saying that it does not all the same by implication con¬ 
tain a clear answer for Job. To be sure, God does not put it in the way 
which Job had demanded. Initially his answer consists in a storm of 
counter-questions; all of which point to the ludicrous limits set to human 
penetration. In answering Job’s question God lifts the veil a little, just 
so far that Job may see how many more and-in the poet’s view at any 
rate-greater riddles lie behind it. Thus the speech starts by countering 
all that human naivete which fancies that immediately behind each of 
a man’s problems there equally lies the divine solution ready for him. 
To this extent God’s answer insists upon the absolute marvellousness 
of his management of the world. Behind each one of its marvels lies 
another greater marvel, and not one of them does God allow to be 
taken out of his hand. When Job has doubts about the “wisdom” of 
God’s government of the world (Job xxxvm. 2), his judgments come 
much too late. Even at the laying of the foundation stones of the world 
the heavenly beings struck up songs of praise-they better understood 
what the situation of this world was (Job xxxvm. 7). Here it is easy to 
see that the purpose of the rhetorical counter-questions is not exhausted 
simply in their making Job aware of the limits of his understanding of 
the world and ordering him back into his human limitations in relation¬ 
ship to God. What is of greatest importance in the speech is not this 
negative aspect, for after all in the whole way in which it traverses the 

A few verses after the first passage of comfort Job asks that God might lay down 
a pledge for him with himself-that is, with God himself! (Job xvn. 3f.). Here too 
then there is a quite similar advance, only it does not move in the concepts of the law 
of blood, but in those of the law of pledging. But it is not developed beyond this 
first appeal. 

The repeatedly expressed doubts whether the divine discourse and the dialogues 
belong together are not justified. The course of the dialogues presses forward to some 
kind of solution (Kuhl, in Tfe. R., 1954, pp. 303!?.); besides, form-critical considera¬ 
tions mle out the excision of the divine discourse (see above, p. 380, n. 23). 
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world and its various spheres something very positive is revealed about 
the relationship of God to his creation. It is, doubtless, marvellous and 
incomprehensible. The fact that rain is poured out on the steppe makes 
a mockery of all human ideas of economy, just in the same way as the 
life of the wild horse and the wild ox are beyond the possibility of man’s 
using them; to say nothing of the strange ostrich hen ! But neverthe¬ 
less all this allows man to see that God turns a smiling face to his 
creation. That God “rejoices” in his creatures (Ps. crv. 31 ) could equally 
well be said here too. But in particular he cares for those creatures of 
which Job is not even able to think. The whole of creation is dependent 
upon him in everything. Psalm CXLV also deals with the praise of all 
that lives on earth and extols its creator and preserver : 

The eyes of all wait for thee, 

and thou givest them their food in due season. 

Thou openest thine hand, 

and satisfiest all that lives, so that they delight. 

Just is Jahweh in all his ways, 
and kind in all his doings. 

(Ps. CXLV. 15-17) 

We have already met the formula “just is Jahweh” in the doxologies 
of judgment (see above, p. 377, n. 17); the meaning of the avowal is 
that Jahweh is innocent of all charges that may be brought against 
him. And so for the understanding of the divine answer in Job xxxvm 
it is in our view important that Ps. CXLV, so akin in its spirit to this 
answer, sees in the splendour of creation and its maintenance a proof 
of the justice of God (cf. also vs. 7). Accordingly, the purpose of the 
divine answer in the Book of Job is to glorify God’s justice towards 
his creatures, and the fact that he is turned towards them to do them 
good and bless them. And in the intention of the poem that is also 
truly an answer to Job’s question. If Job’s holding fast to his righteous¬ 
ness was a question put to God, God gives the answer by pointing to 
the glory of his providence that sustains all his creation. Of course this 
justice of God cannot be comprehended by man; it can only be adored. 

The real fascination of this poem lies in its marginal theological 
situation-how will Jahweh still be able to express himself in any way 
in a situation where the people of God, the cult, and the saving history 
no longer have theological relevance? But Jahweh had appeared there 
too, outside of these, and had revealed himself in person and with 
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consolation to one who up till then had only known him by hearsay 
(Job XLII.5). If this “solution** in some degree falls short of what the 
present-day reader looks for, this lies in a peculiarity of the poet’s 
theology which, like the theology of the Wisdom literature in general, 
can properly only move in utterances about creation, utterances which 
are of course meant to express to the utmost limits of their capacity 
God’s thoughts of kindness. 

5. ISRAEL'S WISDOM DERIVING PROM EXPERIENCE 

Like every other nation, Israel understood “wisdom” as a practical 
knowledge of the laws of life and of the world, based upon experience. 
The Hebrew word translated as “wise,” “wisdom” means, initially, 
having the experience or the expertise of, let us say, a seaman, a worker 
in ore, a political adviser, etc.^ Israel’s wisdom is a very complex 
phenomenon, and it also underwent considerable changes. But the 
characteristic of practically all that it says about life is this starting point 
in basic experience. In every stage of culture of course man is set the 
task of mastering life. To this end he needs to know it, and dare not 
cease from looking and listening to discover whether in the tangle of 
events something like conformity to law, an order, cannot be here and 
there discerned. 

This looking and listening is of course particularly intensive in 
nations’ early days. Naturally, the freshness shown when people are 
open and ready to assimilate and learn unimpeded by teaching or dog¬ 
matised experience of any kind is wont soon to give way to a certain 
dulling and indifference. In Israel too wisdom thus understood had an 
important function in an early period now hardly datable. But the 
means of laying hold of and objectifying such orders when once per¬ 
ceived is language. It has been rightly said that the so-called “Twin- 
formulae, ** in German Freund-Feind^ Leib-Lebetty Liebe-Leid (friend-foe, 
body-life, love-s&ring), already provide through their linguistic 
assonance a useful set of concepts.* Undoubtedly they are to be under¬ 
stood as primitive attempts to mark off certain orders and tie them down 
in words. Hebrew too knows an immense number of such formulae, 
which of course afterwards became more or less literary forms and lost 

^ Even references as late as Jer. x. 9; Is. xl. 20; Ezck. xxYn. 8; Ex. xxxi. 6 (P) use 
the adjective in that technical sense of experienced, expert, skilled. 

2 A, Heuslcr, Die altgermanische Dichtung (Handbuch der Literatunvissenschaft), 
Berlin 1924, p. 66. Cf. English “weal-woe.” 
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their old noetic function.* Proverbs move on an essentially more ambi¬ 
tious plane. They too formulate recognised and constantly confirmed 
truths and experiences.^ Consequently their normal form of expression 
is the simple statement. But it was also possible to draft them as an 
admonition, and this was not infrequently done. The words “out of 
the wicked comes forth wickedness” are designated in 1 Sam. XXIV. 14 
[13] as an old proverb. No doubt it called up in people’s minds a certain 
conformity to law beneficial to men. The case is exactly the same with 
the words “when pride comes, then comes disgrace.” The assonant form 
Prov. XI. 2) again reminds us what outstanding 
importance attaches to the word that pins down these garnered truths 
-only by being formulated is the truth given its sanction.6 

What these gnomic sayings are really concerned with is made 
apparent in the great number of paradoxes which they wrested from 
life and to which they gave form: 

“Many a man gives much, and yet becomes richer. Many a man is 
more niggard than he ought to be and yet becomes poorer” (Prov. 
XI. 24). Here the mere paradox is expressed, as yet quite without con¬ 
clusion or teaching. These will certainly follow very soon; but first 
something much more elementary is taken up-the pinning down of a 
mere matter of feet.® This is the case with the statement that pride 
goes before a fell (Prov. xvi. 18 , xviii. 12), and many others. These 
seemingly naive proverbs have none the less an involved intellectual 
prehistory. Observation of a large number of identical or similar 
sequences had to be made before a certain conformity to law could be 
deduced from them. N o one recognised so clearly as Herder the intel¬ 
lectual achievement involved in such a discovery of regularity. “But 

* Collected in J. Gabor, D er Urrhythmus im Alien T estament, Bei. Z,AW. No. 52 , 
Berlin 1929; G. Bostrom, Paronomasi i denaldre hebraiska maschallitteratureny Lund 1928 . 

® Most certainly a Special function was attached to such concise formulae, particu¬ 
larly in the sphere of the early and the earliest administration ofjustice. Cf B. Gemser, 
“The importance of the motive clause in O.T. Law,” in Vet, Jest., Suppl. 1 ( 1953 ), 
pp. 5 ofF. 

* “With a proverb what alone gives the content significance is the form, be that 
never so primitive or bizarre. ... This means that with a proverb it is a matter of a 
truth whiA is only given its sanction by the form. ..W. Preisendanz, D \eSpruch- 
form in derLyrikdesalien Goethe ihre Vorgeschichte seit Opitz, Heidelberger For- 
schungen 1952, p. 18. 

* This pure objectivity of the statements acquires a strange depth when the events 
are referred to Jahweh. "The poor man and the oppressor meet together; he who gave 
light to both is Jahweh” (Prov.xxix. 13 ; cf. Prov. xxn. 2 ). 
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let it not be imagined that in every object everyone sees or perceives 
the same thing.“’ To believe that the teaching as such already lies 
within the experience is a delusion. The gold coins have still to be 
shaped out of the crude ore of experience. Thus the concern was, as 
Herder unsurpassably put it, to establish in each case, in the complex 
and ambiguous mass of experience, “the clearest and most affecting 
moment,” “the point of greatest light.”® These maxims will never be 
understood unless one presupposes as their background a mentality 
which still had vital questions to put to its environment. The question 
indeed is whether in the tangle of happenings surrounding man the 
apprehension of hidden orders is in fact possible. This task is always 
new-with every changed situation it was essential, for that particular 
situation, to wrest some form of order from chaos. The task was an 
unending one, as unending as the manifestations of life. If these maxims 
show a tendency towards universal validity which seems to us on 
occasion commonplace, for the men of old it was precisely the break¬ 
through to the generally and universally valid that was the most 
important thing. Such proverbs had the dignity and value of know¬ 
ledge painfully garnered. As has already been said in this respect, the 
pinning down of paradoxical phenomena is especially instructive. 
That one who is sated tramples honey underfoot, while to the hungry 
what is bitter tastes sweet (Prov. xxvn. 7) ; that a gentle tongue breaks 
bones (Prov. xxv. 15 ); that he who loves his son chastises him (Prov. 
xni. 24, xxiii. isf ); that the bread of deceit tastes sweet, but the mouth 
is afterwards filled with gravel (Prov. xx. I-/)-these are initially hard 
and perplexing facts, that is, if they are experienced in the individual 
case without any other reference. Therefore when behind what seemed 
to be paradoxical events or facts a hidden order could after all be dis¬ 
cerned, the satisfaction was all the deeper. Chaos was once again averted. 
So wisdom of this kind is undoubtedly a quite elementary form of the 
mastering of life. We do well not to take it as primarily didactic. No 
doubt these maxims were soon gathered together, and in the hands of 
teachers were given their basic function in instruction. But the origin 
of this discovery of conformity to rule takes place at an earlier time and 
on a much more elementary plane, and its results served the direct 
end of safeguarding life and maintaining the self in face of the weari¬ 
some consequences and conclusions to which men are forced by 

^ Spruch und Bild bei den Morgen!andern (1792), in Werke, ed. B. Suphan, Berlin 
1877-1913, VOL.XVI, p. 10 . ®0p. cit., p.360. 


experience .• In every proverb the stable door is only locked after the 
horse has been stolen.^® The purpose which these maxims are intended 
to serve could be called, rather than teaching, an art for living or at 
least a certain technique for life. The wise men who came later very 
picturesquely described wisdom as an art of steering (m‘?3nn , LXX 
KvpiQVTjaigy Prov. 1 . 5 ), the art of piloting oneself through the confusion 
of life. Are there rules for this? Is it possible to read off from events, or 
conduct, or the complex reactions of men, conformities to law, the 
knowledge of which is of help in life? How do I protect myself from 
harm? How do I hold my inward and my worldly resources together? 
How do I meet the claims of others? These maxims, saturated as they 
are by experience, resemble buoys set out on the sea by which one can 
find one’s position. Herder says very shrewdly that one has not to 
learn “from” such maxims, but “with their help.”^^ 

All these maxims, as Herder and JoUes in particular have made clear, 
have no movement linking them together or drawing conclusions 
from the events which they record, but are out and out afiirmatory.^* 
Now, when we bear in mind that every people expended a great deal 
of trouble and artistry in the formation of this kind of Wisdom litera¬ 
ture, and that gnomic apperception is in fact one of the most elegant 
forms of human thinking and a weapon in the struggle for spiritual 
content in life,^® it will be apparent that there are two completely 
different forms of the apperception of truth for mankind — one systema¬ 
tic (philosophical and theological) and one empirical and gnomic. 
Each requires the other. Where the one employed by the Wisdom 
literature is wanting, men are in danger of reducing everything to 
dogma, and indeed of running off into ideological fantasy. Empirical 
and gnomic wisdom starts from the unyielding presupposition that 
there is a hidden order in things and events-only, it has to be dis¬ 
cerned in them, with great patience and at the cost of all kinds of painful 
experience. And this order is kindly and righteous. But, characteristi¬ 
cally, it is not understood systematically-and therefore not in such a 
way as to reduce all the variety experienced and perceived to a general 

* A. Jollcs, Eityache Formen, Halle 1930, p. 167 . 

"In jedem Sprichwort deckt man den Brunnen zu, aber erst, wenn das Kind 
crtrunkcn ist,” A. JoUes, op. cit., p. 159- 

H erder, Spmch und Bild bei den Morgenlandern, \ n Werke, vo L. XV, p. n. 

A. JoUes, Einfache Fomen, p. 163 . 

R . Petsch, Spruchdichtung des Vclkes, HaUe 1938 , p. 105. 


O.T.T.—15 
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principle of order, and least of all by the search for a formula which 
might be spacious enough to comprehend the infinitely varied world 
of phenomena. This would be the philosophic and systematic way. 
But, as Jolles says, conceptual thinking cannot possibly apprehend the 
world to which gnomic thinking applies itself? Wisdom examines the 
phenomenal world to discern its secrets, but allows whatever it finds to 
stand in its own particular character absolutely. It is easy to confront 
certain proverbs with others completely different in content, indeed 
on occasion absolutely contradictory. Taken strictly, this incongruity 
is even the rule, for an experience would never have been mentioned 
or painstakingly formulated if it coincided with those already to hand. 
Thus wisdom shows not the slightest fear in occasionally formulating 
antinomies and leaving them unresolved : 

He who has insight restrains his words, and he who has a cool 
spirit is a man of understanding. Even the fool can pass for wise, as 
long as he keeps silence; for a man of understanding, if he closes his 
lips (Prov. xw. ayf.). 

Answer not the fool according to his folly, lest you be like him 
yourself. Answer the fool according to his folly, lest he think himself 
wise (Prov. XXVI. 4f.).^® 

Thus the experiences always remain open to correction, and are 
basically capable of enlargement. A philosophical system can in theory 
be thought of as rounded off, and thus as so comprehensive that the 
truth contained in it may be described as adequate. But wisdom is 
always open and never brought to conclusion. Her way of approach to 
tmth is completely different: so tDO is her openness to correction different 
from that of philosophy. Her province is not any exclusive understand¬ 
ing of truth, for the proverb which makes a correction does not prove 
the falsity of the other one; it only leads on to another order which has 
in the meantime come into the field ofvision. What this way of thinking 
deals with is rather compartments oforders, which it arranges in a row. 16 

A. Jolles, Einfache Formen, p. 156. 

Cf. Ecclesiastes vn, 3, 9. Zimmerli in Z.A W., 1933, p. 188 . 

“When we conceive the world as a multiplicity of individual perceptions and 
experiences, these perceptions and experiences, when comprehended as a series and 
put together, admittedly in each case produce the experience, but even the sum total 
of these experiences remains a multiplicity of single entities. Each experience is on 
each occasion apprehended independently: a conclusion based upon experience is 
in this way and in this kind of world only binding and valuable in itself and of itself. 
It is a tuneless world . . . because the moments, in their character as isolated, are not 


In and accompanying this runs, though not of course everywhere to 
the same extent, an obvious element of the playful. Who can fail to 
notice, particularly in the formulation of the paradoxes just touched 
upon, the delight, and indeed, on occasion, the gaiety lying behind 
them which often enough over-state the observation to the point of 
being funny.^^ If the playful is given still freer vein, we meet with the 
riddle. As is well known, here play is made with the discovery of truth, 
albeit play with serious realities. For this veiling and unveiling of 
truths forms part of the most original pleasures of the homoludens}^ 
The Wisdom literature of the ancient East seems to have evolved a 
specially fine cultivation of the riddle. The story of the Queen of Sheba’s 
visit to Solomon, and of the riddles which she asked, is no doubt not 
contemporary as far as literary form goes with the visit itself. But it 
fits perfectly into the picture of the mutual exchange which as we know 
was cultivated by this wisdom's representatives 0 Kings x). in the litera¬ 
ture of the Bible the number of express riddles is admittedly very small. 
But this is unimportant, for stylistically the widespread practice of 
clothing maxims in metaphor has to be taken in the context of the play 
with riddles. With the artistic device of metaphor the composer of 
proverbs puts something well known as a riddle.^* 

Clouds arid winds and yet no rain, 

So is a man who boasts of gifb and never gives. 

(Prov. XXV. 14) 

Like a dog that returns to its vomit 

So is the fool, who repeats his folly. (Prov. xxvi. m) 

able together to pass as time. ... It is impossible to think this world through con¬ 
ceptually, for it is precisely conceptual t h i nk i n g which this world resists and which 
on its part destroys this world. Admittedly, here too there is a severing and a binding 
... but the severing preponderates in the bindings, the juxtaposition remains in the 
relationship, the separation of the members continues in the orders. In a word, this 
world is not cosmos, but separation, empiricism.” A. Jolles, Einfache Fomen^ pp. 1 5 5 ff 
” Cf. Prov. XX. 17, XXVI. 15, xxvn. 15 . 

Huizinga, Homo L«<fefis, Basel 1944, pp. 17Iff. Cf. Samson’s very ancient riddle: 
“What is sweeter than honey? What is stronger than a lion?“-love Qg.xiv. 18). 

In this connexion, B. Gemser, Sptuehe Salomos (Hb. A.T., Tubingen 1937 ). p. 3, 
draws attention to Prov. x. 13, Xin. 19. A good illustration is the story of Darius’ 
pages’ nightly competition in riddles (i Esdras m). An even richer yield would be 
brought to light by a careful investigation of the prophetic literature, although here 
too only Ezek. xvn, 2 i s designated as riddle (n-m). But is not Is. vm, 5, about “the 
waters of Shiloah that flow gently,” a discourse in the form of a riddle? 
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The hearer, who is also thinking along with the speaker, tries to run 
ahead of the latter and disentangle the meaning from its figurative 
clothing. Of course, in many cases the pictures have faded into simple 
metaphors. On the other hand, very much more often we must reckon 
that the real point of the humour in many of them no longer strikes a 
chord with us. In this respect the magnificent saying about the crackling 
of thorns under the pot which sounds like the laughter of fools is almost 
an exception (Ecclesiastes vii.6).*® 

But there is a further point connected with this kind of picture 
which draws comparisons. In the maxim about the clouds and winds 
without rain and the boastful man, how is the comparison to be taken? 
(Prov. XXV. 14). Is not more very likely meant than just a comparison 
chosen more or less casually, for the purpose of illustration; is not the 
implication rather the existence of a relationship of correspondence 
between two phenomena lying upon totally different planes? We 
constantly encounter this sober, recording glance of wisdom out into 
man’s environment-how keenly it was also directed to natural pheno¬ 
mena will be dealt with later on. 

The north wind brings rain, 

gossip in secret, cross looks. (Prov. xxv. 23) 

When the wood runs short, the fire goes out, 
where there is no slanderer, quarrelling ceases. 

(Prov. XXVI. 20) 

Iron is sharpened upon iron, 

and one man sharpens the behaviour of the other.*^ 

(Prov. xxvn. 17 ) 

The underworld and Hades are never satisfied, 
and never satisfied are the eyes of man. 

(Prov. xxvn. 20) 

He who touches pitch, it sticks to his hand, 

and he who goes about with the scorner becomes like 

unto him. (Ecclesiasticus xm.i) 

“Their [these proverbs’] way of speaking by allusions and pictures lays hold of 
the plain surface of things, brings them quickly into connexion with something 
similar from a deeper level, and in this way pushes forward into depths of the world 
which can no more be expressed in words.” Vcts(^,SpmcluIichiungd€sVoIkes,lhi}le 
1938 , pp. losf. 

^ Emendation and translation following Gemser, SprUche Salomos, in loco. Cf. #lso 
Prov. XXIV. 13, XXVI. ii. 


These examples, which could easily be multiplied, state analogies 
between processes in “nature” and in the life of man. Thus the point 
of these maxims is a comparison of totally different realms of order, 
which yet reveal analogous phenomena and which can therefore be 
co-ordinated. We again come up against the proverb about the insati¬ 
ability of Sheol in the purely scientific context of a numerical proverb 
(Prov. XXX. isf.). Such numerical proverbs contained no kind of moral 
teaching, as was formerly supposed, but are first attempts at the co¬ 
ordination of puzzling natural phenomena.22 So for example Prov. xxx. 
I5f. deals with a variety of things which can never be satisfied, 
and Prov. xxx. 24ff. with a number of small but specially “wise” 
animals. In the proverb in xxx. i8f. four puzzling things are put to¬ 
gether under the catchword “way” nil (the way of the eagle in 
the sky, that of the serpent on the earth, that of a ship on the sea, and 
the “way” of a man with a maid). It can be seen that all of these are 
things lying on the margin of what is rationally comprehensible. But 
these puzzling things must somehow be mastered conceptually, and 
this is achieved by ranging them in categories. When like can be set 
alongside like, there is already great gain, for these phenomena now 
lose the absolutely puzzling quality they had in isolation. Wisdom’s 
constituent is this incisive will for the rational clarification and order¬ 
ing of the world in which man fmds himself, the will to recognise and 
pin down the orders in both the events of human life and natural 
phenomena. Unfortunately, only a few texts are available to show the 
change in the way of looking at nature to which the Enlightenment in 
the time of Solomon paved the way; they are, however, extensive 
enough to allow us to recognise the great changeover to a rational way 
of looking at nature, to the extent of collecting the facts in scientific 
catalogues. There must have been in Israel as elsewhere “Onomastica,” 
cataloguing compendia, which, starting with the heavens and the 
weather and going on to the various peoples and animals, enumerated 
the whole phenomenal world in long series of nouns; for some poems 
(Job xxxviiifF.;Ps. CXLVm; Ecclesiasticus xliii) quite obviously follow 
such lists, which are derived fiom the “Onomastica” known to us from 
Egypt.^ But no one need be surprised that, especially in poetry, the 

*2 Alt, KS., VOL. n, pp. pofF. 

^ G. von Rad, “Hiob 38 und die altagyptische Weisheit,” in Vet, Test., Suppl. in 
( 195 5)» PP- reprinted in Ges, Studien, pp. 2628*. In Ecclesiasticus xxxix. 26 

the “basic things” which man needs for his physical existence are gathered together— 
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traditional world view maintained itself alongside of this one-indeed, 
compared with the new, the former remained predominant. But the 
new possibilities now opened up for speaking about Creation are 
apparent in a passage in Job’s discourse : 

Didst thou not pour me out like milk, 
and curdle me as cheese? 

With skin and flesh thou didst clothe me, 
and knit me together with flesh and bones. 

(Job X. 10 ) 

How realistic, observant, rational, and scientific is the description of the 
formation of man from the liquid sperm, and how patriarchal and 
sacral the picture in the sources J and E in Genesis sounds in comparison ! 
It all has a very modem ring for us, as indeed it had for its own time 
as well. Nor would we go wrong if we assumed that this striving after 
rational insight only prevailed in an educated and learned upper 
stratum. If we unquestionably have to do here with a scientific way of 
observation unfolding itself on a rational basis, still it is of the utmost 
importance to bear firmly in mind that Israel knew neither our concept 
of “nature” nor the Greek one of a “cosmos.” For her the world was 
not a stable and harmoniously ordered organism, including equally 
every datum, organic and inorganic alike, and so much to be regarded 
as a whole that the question of its ultimate determining principle 
i^PXv) was legitimate. Because of this the utmost caution has to be ob¬ 
served in using our concept of “nature,” though often of course it can 
hardly be avoided. (Least of all ought there to be, any talk of “nature 
psalms.“) If for the Hebrew the concept of nature was not a given one— 
and this of course is very difficult for us to picture-the world thus fell 

water, fire, iron, salt, wheat-meal, milk, honey, wine, oil, and clothing. For the 
Egyptian scientific lists, which became standard for Israel, cf. A. H. Gardiner, Ancient 
Egyptian Onomastica, London 1947* For the Surnerio-Babylonian scientific lists, cf. 
W. von So<len,“LeistungundGrenze sumerischer und babylonischer Wisscnschaft,” 
in DleWeltah Geschichte, Jahrgang 2, Stuttgart 1936, pp. 4iifr. “Numbering, count¬ 
ing, enumerating are means of intellectual orientation.... The pedagogical technique 
of dassifying and memorising made the numerical apothegm ... extremely popular 

[in the M iddle Ages]. Paulinus of Pella... set forth 'the ten signs of ignorance'_ 

The author of a codex on deportment knew that the wise Thales himself had written 
the seven 'curialitates' and seven ‘rustidtates* in golden letters on the 'colossus' in 
Rome": E.R.Curtius, European LiVeraftire and the La/mM iddleAges, London 195a, 
p. 510. 


much more within the sphere of the imponderable and immeasurable, 
and he was much less secured over against it through a workable set of 
concepts than we imagine.^ The Hebrew’s slowness in forming ab¬ 
stract concepts is well known. But just try to imagine an intellectual 
encounter with and confrontation of the world without our workable 
abstract concepts ! For Israel the world was probably very much more 
of a process than a thing in being. Since the way of intellectual mastery 
of this process by means of the consideration of a first principle was 
not open to her, she was pointed to examination and classification of 
the individual phenomena, in order to familiarise herself with its 
external aspect, so far as it could be deciphered at all. But she never 
found her way to the idea of a cosmos governed throughout by un¬ 
changeable laws.*® The process in which she found herself placed was 
too mysterious and too much a realm of the action of Jahweh for her 
to be able to do this. Expressing it somewhat exaggeratedly, to her 
“world” was a sustaining activity ofjahweh, in which the extraordinary 
was no more marvellous than the apprehended order. This, however, 
means that the insights attained into the world surrounding her were 
in the last analysis orders apprehended by faith. Here it is not, as it 
were, pure empiricism —^if there is any such thing-that finds expres¬ 
sion. In the unyielding assumption that in spite of all there must be an 
order in things was already inherent an implicit faith acquainted with 
the deep hiddenness of the divine consetvatio and gubernatio. These 
maxims are the utterances of a humanity which knew itself and its 
personal life as deeply bound up with what went on in the world around 

**L.Kohler, Hebrew Man, trans. P. R. Ackroyd, London 1956, p. 132 . 

“ "It is the characteristic of the G reeks that the world does not confront them con¬ 
fused and cut up into single entities; guided, as the case might be, by whatever may 
take the fimcy of primitive utilitarianism, or the strivings of an existence determined 
merely by the forces of the instinct. They were endowed with the wonderful gift of 
seeing everything as a unity and from the point of unity. Even in opposites they did 
not experience the incompatibility of the contradiction. It was rather that they saw in 
opposites the complementary poles between which a unity is suspended. It was in 
disunity that the unity of the world proved itself to them. And their ability to be 
whole was so great, that the fairest unity seemed to them to come precisely in the 
joining of opposing forces, in architecture as well as in art and poetry. Harmony is 
the wonderfril name for such a joining wrought out of opposing forces, a word 
which has unfortunately become so worn out in everyday use, that generally what 
is understood by it is merely a colourless balance, and people hardly think any 
longer of the tensions that lie behind it and the effort that it demands." W. Schade- 
waldt, Sophokles und dus Leid» Potsdamer VortrSge iv, Potsdam I 947 P 
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it While present-day man lives his life very much isolated from the 
world, and is determined by the feeling of otherness and foreignness 
to it, Hebrew man felt it to be much more personally related to him¬ 
self. Its orders had still much to say to him: they were in fact open and 
flexible towards him. The process in which he found himself was turned 
to him and his conduct in a relationship of correspondence : it was ready 
to adapt itself to him in blessing and furtherance, but it was also in a 
position to affect him penally. 

He who digs a pit (for another) falls into it, 

and he who starts a stone rolling, upon himself will it come back. 

(Prov. XXVI. 27 ) 

Present-day ideas know of no such relationships between what is 
religious and moral and external consequences, but the ancients firmly 
believed in them and held it to be the part of wisdom to base the con¬ 
duct of life on the recognition of such connexions. 

Any sound discussion of Israel’s wisdom means taking the concept 
as broadly as it was in fact taken. For her, thinking in terms of wisdom 
was something common to humanity. Wisdom had to do with the 
whole of life, and had to be occupied with all of its departments. It 
was most unfortunate that in the past the Old Testament wisdom was 
thought of more or less as the product of an exclusive theological 
school,^® 

Wisdom thus consisted in knowing that at the bottom of things an 
order is at work, silently and often in a scarcely noticeable way, making 
for a balance of events. One has, however, to be able to wait for it, and 
also to be capable of seeing it. In such wisdom is something of the 
humble-it grows through having an eye for what is given, particularly 
through having an eye for man’s limitations. It always prefers facts to 
theories. To be wise is therefore just not to think oneself wise. Thinking 
oneself wise is the hall-mark of the fool, who is no longer open to 
suggestion, but trusts in himself (Prov. XXYI. 12, xxvm. 26). Folly is 
the disregard or transgression or misunderstanding of the orders to 
which the wise man subordinates himself. The fool knows nothing of 
the dangers inherent in speaking (Prov. x. 14 , xvni. 2,6, xxix. 2of) 

Thus it is not at all surprising that many echoes of the wise men's thought and 
of their style have been found in the prophetic writings as well. J. Fichtner, "Jesaja 
unter den Weisen," in TA.L^r., 1949, pp. 758*.; j. Lindblom, “Wisdom in the OT 
Prophets," in Vet. Test., Suppl. iii (1955). pp. 192 ff. 


and in particular the dangers of a rash, uncontrolled behaviour (Prov. 
XII. 16, xrv. 17 , 29, XXIX. 11 ). Thus the word “folly” does not describe a 
particular intellectual defect—it is altogether much more related to 
action than to perception. Folly is a disorder in the centre of a man’s 
life which, however, in the end also results in the loss of his attainment 
in wisdom. The misconception of the orders about which a man ought 
to know thus results in particular in rashness and presumption.27 
So far our concern has been with the basic question of the under¬ 
standing of the maxims in the Wisdom literature, that is with the general 
question of the particular form of this intellectual activity, and the 
object to which it was directed and with which it was occupied. In 
the process, the distinction between the proverb proper and the artistic 
maxim and the question as to the latter’s SitzimLeben could still 
remain open, for the artistic maxim too serves the safeguarding of life 
and the attempt to shape it in the light of particular orders and facts. 
Only, the environment in which men were set the task of mastering 
life had to some extent altered. As in Egypt in particular, so in Israel, 
wisdom had found a place of cultivation at the court. It appears that 
the newly-arisen court in Jerusalem very soon entered into the general 
cultural competition and exchange of ideas, for wisdom was reckoned 
as a high cultural asset, whose cultivation and advance was especially 
enjoined upon kings. It was really something international and common 
to all religions. Israel too understood it in this way, for without any 
scruples she compares the wisdom of Solomon with that of the other 
peoples (1 Kings V. lof. [iv. (In what other department would 
Israel have thus without scruple measured her assets of truth against 
those of other nations?) Foreign wisdom flowed into her from three 
sides-the Edomite and Old Arabian south-east, Babylon, and in 
particular Egypt.^It can be seen especiallyfrom the relevant Egyptian 
literature, that wisdom played a great part in the education of the rising 
generations of the official class. The great Wisdom books all have the 
form of a master teaching his scholars, and sometimes of the king 
teaching his son and heir to the throne. Consequently the instruction 

W. Caspar!, “Obcr den biblischcnBcgriflf der Torheit," in Neue kirchliche 
Zeitschrift, pp. 6686r. 

Edomite wisdom is mentioned in Jer. xux. 7;Ob. 8; Babylonian in Jer. l. 35 , 
u. 57 ; and Egyptian in 1 Kings v. 10 [1v.30J.The passage in Prov. xxii. 17 -XXIII. 11 is 
taken over directly, with a small number of deviations, from the Egyptian wisdom 
book of Amenemope. Details in Gemser, SpriicheSalomos, in loco. 
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which follows is almost exclusively admonition, and is chiefly con¬ 
cerned with the behaviour of the official to his superiors and sub- 
ordinates-it warns against all excess of enjoyment and seeks to train 
the young man in self-mastery and in particular in the skilful use of 
speech. It is true, however, that a difference between Egyptian and 
Israelite wisdom is at once apparent here-Israelite wisdom is not 
nearly so strongly tied to a class or focused on the world of officials.*® 
This difference penetrates right into the inner structure of Israelite wis¬ 
dom; for while Egyptian wisdom, in keeping with its whole didactic 
aim, is almost exclusively in admonitory form, what preponderates in 
Israel’s is the maxim which states and affirms, that is, the genuine form 
of the proverb proper. In fact, even a superficial review shows that a 
large body of popular proverbs was taken up into the Biblical book of 
Proverbs, and this means that it expresses in a much more central way 
what is common to humanity in general with its basic experiences 
which lie outside of any professional boundaries. Nevertheless the older 
collections (Prov. x-xxDc) — ^permeated as they are by proverbs about 
the king, and about behaviour at court, etc.-were no doubt edited at 
the royal court in Jerusalem.®® Itxan be very easily assumed, therefore, 
that they too-as was completely the case in Egypt-served there in 
the education and schooling of the rising generation of officials. In 
Israel as well pains were taken to train young people of high rank. The 
capacities which the courtier extolled in the youthful David give a 
clear picture of the capacities which people-or at any rate the story- 
teller-presupposed in a well-educated young man (1 Sam. xvi. 18f.). 
He had to be extremely good-looking, instructed in the use of weapons, 
skilful in playing the lyre, and powerful in speech (wriaa). It was 
thus not so very easy to be taken up at court in the direct service of the 
king. Only those who were particularly skilful were picked out for it 
(Prov. xxn. 29), for from the time of Solomon onwards the political 
life even of Israel had become complex, and an official in the diplomatic 
service had to be competent in a great many things. He bad to be a 
master of foreign languages, and in particular an expert in his own 
field, that is, as it was then expressed, he had to give counsel to the king 
(Prov. XV. 22, XX. 8 ; Tobit rv. 18 ). Like the “word” for the prophets, 

Israel did not in any shape or form invent a professional ethos for the courtier 
or the citizen or for any other class. J. Hempel, Ethos, p. 13 3 . 

®®Prov.xiv. 28, 35 , XVI. 12/xDC. 12 , xx. 2 , 8, 26, 28, xxi. i, xxni. 3 ,xxiv. 21 , 
3 , XXIX.4,12,14,26, are purely courtly proverbs of the kind. 


and “divination” for the priests, for the wise men “counsel” was the 
proper form of their professional utterance (Jer. xvm. is). This giving 
of counsel always took place in connexion with affairs of state, and it 
was in this that the test of the official’s ability at the court really lay. 
Eor in order to be able to give counsel it was not enough to be an 
expert-a man had also to be able to speak and to state his case con¬ 
vincingly in well-chosen words. Egyptian education made the art of 
mastering a situation by means of lofty speech the most important 
subject of study-it was probably the chief goal at which education in 
the schools aimed.®^ If we look at the extremely large number of 
maxims in the Biblical book of Proverbs dealing with right speaking 
and right silence, we see how readily Israel too entered into this high 
cultivation of rhetoric in the ancient East. Hardly ever was the art of the 
cultivation of the right word at the right time, the art of the “pleasant 
word” (Dwnax Prov. XVI. 24 ), more highly esteemed than with her. In 
itshistoricalwritingsthe OldTestament contains many a finished example 
of such speeches (Gen. xxiv. 34ff- f XLIV. l8ff. ; II Sam. XIV. 5fF.). But all are 
surpassed by the verbal contest in the privy council of Absalom. It shows 
what giving counsel in matters of high politics meant (ii Sam. xvii. Iff). 

Israel too in her upper classes was thus aware of an ideal of culture, 
for this wisdom, originally fairly exclusive, was concerned with the 
totality, ‘the moulding of the whole man. It took as the basis for this 
a very special picture of man which we already know from the old 
Egyptian wisdom, namely the man who was silent in the proper way.®* 

^ Cf., for example, Prov. xxni. 9, xxv. 9, ii, 15, xxvi.4£»xxvn.ii,xxix. 20. 

** H. Bnmncr in Agyptohgie (Handbuch d. Orientalistik), Leiden 1952, p. 96. 
The Hebrew word corresponding to what we understand by "culture" is 
Its root meaning is ^‘chastisement/’ and we meet it with this meaning in Proverbs too 
(xiii.24,xxn. 15, XXIII. 13 ). But at the same time a usage in the transferred sense is 
also current, with something like the meaning of “discipline,” ‘instruction.” Here 
the word therefore does not mean chastisement, but already its effect (Jer.v. 3 , vn. is, 
xvn. 23 , xxxn. 33 , xxxv. 13). Still further removed is the usage in a few passages in 
Proverbs where the term has lost the background of penalty, the presupposition of 
hurting. 0 ne "hears" ‘lOID (Prov. xix. 27), and one "ignores it" (Prov. xiii. I8, 
XV. 32). In Prov. xxra, 23101D is a synonym for and HMn. In Prov. xix. 20 
it stands synonymously alongside tXStS ; in Prov. x. 17 , xn. I, xm. 18, xv. 5, 32 it 
stands in parallelism with DflDin, which is better translated by “warning” than 
"reprimand." Thus the usage is comparable with that of the Greek word naideia, 
which Aeschylus still uses for the chastisement of children, though afterwards with 
the Sophists it became the epitome of proper fashioning of body and soul. (W. Jaeger, 
Paideia, trans. G. Highet, Oxford 1939 - 44 , vol. i, p. 283.) 
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Its standard is the “man of cool spirit” (rmip, Prov. XVII. 27 ), who 
in contrast to the “hot-tempered” man (11/311 Cy’K, Prov. xv.l8 , 
XXII.24) has his emotions and impulses under control, the “tranquil 
mind” (KS"1/3D^, Prov. xn. 30, cf. xv. 4 ), the “slow to anger” 
(Prov. XIV.29), who in contrast to the man who is “hasty tempered” 
(nn "ISp, Prov. XIV. 29) will not let the rule of his actions be dictated 
by any unruly character who comes along. In some of its very impor¬ 
tant facets, this ideal of culture had affinities with Greek rules of con¬ 
duct, particularly with the basic one of holding to the mean, with 
a(o<l>Qoavvi] and <f>Q6vi]aig^ “the correct recognition of what is proper to 
the time” (DomseifF), which were already normative for the early 
ethic of the nobility (Pindar).®® But it also has affinities with the “Maze” 
of the Middle Ages. The story of Joseph, which is a wisdom story 
throughout, shows us this picture of man in wonderful perfection. In 
scene after scene it depicts a young man who through discipline, 
modesty, knowledge, self-mastery, and the fear of God (Gen. xm. 18 ) 
had given a noble form to his whole being, and who in weal or woe 
always remains the same. Before Pharaoh he proves himself a shrewd 
counsellor, and before his brothers the man who can be silent, who 
represses his natural emotions, and finally the one who “covered up 
all sins with love” (Prov. x. 12 ). 

With this task of education wisdom teaching set itself a new goal. 
It is clear that a change has come over it compared with the elementary 
wisdom teaching of the popular proverb spoken of above. But even in 
this altered aristocratic form it appears as what it always was-an 
attempt to safeguard life and to master it on the broad basis of experi¬ 
ence. However, first of all the sphere of this wisdom teaching is more 
restricted-it is the sheltered world of a section of higher social standing 
who have their own particular problems (preservation of property, 
honour, and position). For another thing, its aim had shifted. It no 
longer seeks to harken to the most elementary basic orders within which 
human life in general moves, but applies itself to the cultivation of men 
and has in consequence become much more directly didactic. This 
distinction between the wisdom teaching which tries to discover ele¬ 
mentary orders and that which educates like a teacher is a necessary 
one for the understanding of the phenomenon of the Wisdom litera¬ 
ture in the Old Testament. Admittedly, it is difficult to decide in detail 
to which of the two forms a proverb may incline. And such an analysis 
*®E. Schwartz, Die Ethik derGrieclien, Stuttgart 1951, pp. siff., 230. 
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is made all the more difficult because, as is well known, the editing of 
the proverbs to make the various collections was from the start under¬ 
taken from the point of view of teaching. A large part of the store of 
popular proverbs must, however, have been of service in this purpose 
of cultivating men. But in this case we must be clear that we are having 
to do with a special and secondary application of this store. But it 
was precisely because of this that the basis of the cultivation of man 
became so broad-what was proper to a particular social standing had 
again and again to give way before what is common to all men. 

It is impossible to mention all the spheres of man’s common life to 
which these directions for a well-ordered life apply. Becoming a cul¬ 
tured man begins with table manners, and so the teachers of wisdom 
do not fight shy of giving rules for behaviour at table (Prov. xxiii.i; 
Ecclesiasticus XXXl.i 2 fF.). And it ends at the point where in his action 
and in the expansion of his ego a man comes up against mysterious 
limits set for him by God. As will be shown more clearly later on, the 
determination of these limits was one of the most delicate tasks in this 
system of the wise men’s training for life. All the same, it would be 
completely wrong to assume that these wisdom teachers started their 
instruction by beginning with the most outward things and then mov¬ 
ing slowly towards God, that is, towards faith and revelation. The 
opposite is the truth: the starting point of this education is knowledge 
of God, and of his revelation and commandments. The fear of the 
Lord, that is, obedience to his will, is the beginning of wisdom (Prov. 
1 .7, IX. 10, XV. 33 ; Ps. CXI. 10). The man whom wisdom instructed was 
a member of the cultic community, his life was subject to manifold 
cultic ties, in the Temple at the great pilgrimage festivals he heard the 
peremptory or the comforting voice of Jahweh: to order a man’s life 
in this-that is, the cultic — ^sphere lay completely outwith the jurisdic¬ 
tion of the teacher of wisdom. But of course a wide sphere still remained 
unconditioned and unregulated by the cult, where the apodictic com¬ 
mandments in their character as confessional rules forbidding certain 
things, and much less the conditional law, could give no direction, 
because no absolute commandment (unless by a most appalling legal 
casuistry) was of any help at all: and yet in this sphere so many decisions 
had daily to be made. It is the sphere of the most common and ordinary 
in daily life, in which the question was not always of murder or adultery 
or theft, though it was brimful of questions of a different sort. The most 
ordinary dealings with other people, intelligent and foolish, strangers 
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and the importunate, and particularly with women, raised them. And 
people had also to learn how to manage money, and their own bodies 
and-what was hardest of all-their tongue, which had no less than 
life and death in its power (Prov. xviii. 21). How many such questions 
and others like them were raised by one day, and how many decisions 
were wrested from the person who refused simply to drift. Here the 
wisdom teacher wanted to help the young man to preserve his strength 
and fortune and to safeguard his manhood. But he did so not with 
divine commandments : these he had no authority to give, for his 
counsels were of course derived essentially from experience. In conse¬ 
quence what he could help the young man with were only “pieces of 
advice’ ’ (nsr) . Such counsel does not demand obedience, but it asks 
to be tested: it appeals to the judgment of the hearer; it is intended to 
be understood, and to make decisions easier.®* This attempt at education 
deriving from faith and cult and knowledge of the commandments, 
is very much the opposite of certain modem pedagogic projects, in so 
far as it lacks any presumptuous claim to offer redemption. Instead it is 
completely non-doctrinaire and non-rigid in character: it has an 
astonishing ability to adjust itself, without illusion, to what is actual. 
In its concentration upon the possible it has something decidedly 
realistic about it, and on occasion it is even opportunist. 

' Now that the place of wisdom in relationship to the world of the 
cult and of revelation has been determined, we can finally raise the 
question of the theological relevance of this wisdom teaching. This 
question would be much easier to answer if our views were not preju¬ 
diced by one or two traditional conclusions of research which have 
been fairly well established until now. For the question of the theo¬ 
logical content of this wisdom teaching has been put far too quickly 
and far too directly. It was raised by people who came to the teaching 
from historical books, the commandments, the prophets and the 
Psalms, and since the range of its utterances is theologically speaking 
incomparably narrower, and its motifs much more monotonous, and 
since, in contrast with the tenor of the old divine commandments, 
man with his questions now sets himself in the centre, the obvious 
conclusion seemed to be that this wisdom teaching expresses a piety 
that has already become very much secularised and emancipated. To 
some extent we are dealing with a marginal phenomenon already in 
grave danger, or theologically speaking with a product of a decaying 
^ Zimmerli, in Z.A.IV,, 1933 , pp. i 82 ff. 


Israel. This optimistically rational piety might have maintained itself 
for a time, but the inroad of scepticism, and indeed of despair, into it 
with its diminished vigour was only a matter of time. But so to take 
the wisdom teaching is completely to misrepresent its nature. It ought 
not to be at all considered in relation to the central content of Israel’s 
faith and cult, for speaking and commenting on these lay outwith its 
competence. The function in Israel’s life which it claimed as its own 
was comparatively limited, for its concern was to pm-point and 
investigate the external and internal orders by which human life is 
sustained and to which men must give heed. But if in this sphere proper 
to it wisdom teaching made only very limited theological pronounce¬ 
ments, while at the same time not simply deducing its admonitions and 
counsels from the existent “law,” is this not rather the sign of a piety 
still retaining its ties with the cult and secure there?®® Thus, a positive 
relationship to the world of the cult should rather be the conclusion 
drawn from the limitations of the subject-matter of the wisdom teach¬ 
ing.®® For wisdom, questions of faith entered in only on the periphery 
of its field. It works with reason, in its simplest form as sound common 
sense : it is reason, and not faith, that must verify and admit that pride 
goes before a fall, that a dish of herbs where there is love is better than 
an ox where there is hatred, that bread which is got in an underhand 
way turns to gravel in the mouth, etc. The wise men made no differ¬ 
entiation between laws ascertained on the basis of different spheres of 
life (experiences in the “physical” realm, in political and public life, 
in the sphere of education, etc.)-in fact they did not even differentiate 
between the utilitarian and the ethical good. This last fact is to be 
explained by the conviction, deep-rooted in the whole of the ancient 
world, that the good is always and at the same time the useful. He who 
sows injustice reaps calamity (Prov. xxii. 8 ). The honest man walks 
securely, but he who goes in crooked ways will be found out (Prov. 
X. 9 ). To understand this deep conviction, we today have to consider 
the very different position of the individual in the community. Who¬ 
ever acted rightly and whoever was a good man was good not only for 

The terms torah, tnizwah^ and dabar are occasionally found, “but it can be proved 
with absolute certainty that the termini mentioned are never used with a legal signifi¬ 
cance (law, commandments) in the proverbs, but everywhere with a significance which 
is in the context of wisdom (direction, advice)” : J. Fichtner, Die akorientalische \N 6s\]6t 
in ihrer israditisch- judischenAuspragung^BcLZA. W. No. 62, Giessen ipSS^p. 83. 

What a wisdom document looks like whe.i it takes the question of salvation 
itself as the subject of its investigation can be seen Com Eedesiastes. 
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himself alone and his isolated existence, but was always good for others 
and for the community as well. Honesty, self-control, and an even 
temper were constructive elements for the community and quite 
automatically brought consideration and esteem. Of course, the con¬ 
viction that the good is also the useful had considerably deeper roots 
still for the men of the ancient world, for they were convinced that 
man was the prisoner of his own actions in a very radical sense. With 
every good and evil deed he enters upon a nexus of fate. Good and evil 
alike have to fulfil themselves upon their agent, for the act is in no 
sense ended with the deed itself. The deed has an element of radiation: 
it starts a movement for good or for evil, in which the community to 
which the agent belongs is also interested to a high degree. A man who 
organises his life properly and who takes his place in a helpful way 
within the community, who does justice to the claims of others (and 
of course also to those of God), this man wisdom calls righteous. The 
collection of proverbs in chs. xff. in particular never tires of praising 
this righteousness as something constructive and as a surety in life.87 
It is out of place to speak of “retribution,” at any rate if we understand 
by it a forensic act imposed upon the agent from the outside. In fact, 
a divine norm, on whose violation divine punishment ensues, is never 
mentioned in these maxims-one seeks all in vain for concepts which 
are theologically speaking juristic.^® Even more, the frequent assertion 
of the nexus between doing good and salvation, and the warnings 
about the nexus between sin and calamity, in themselves still stand 
altogether outside of theology. They are part of that teaching and pin¬ 
pointing of orders and natural laws to which wisdom teaching com¬ 
mitted itself, and which we have to understand initially as a wholly 
secular pursuit. The ever-repeated emphasis of these proverbs is this: 
remember these laws, of good and evil alike ; do not be the fool who 
disregards these orders, but direct your life according to them; much 
is in your own power here-for good and evil alike; if you do not want 
to drift in life, you require a “moral understanding”®® for all the many 

37 Prov. X. 2 , 3 , 6 , 7, 11, 20 , 21 , 24, 25, 28 , 30, 31, 32, etc. Obviously what we 
have here is not as yet the later theological concept of “the righteous man” which 
relates man unilaterally to Jahweh and his commandments. This righteousness of 
which the older proverbs speak is chiefly a verification in the sphere of the civic and 
social. Here the righteous man is he who is loyal (cf. Prov. xvn, 15, xvm. 5, xxv. 5 
and some others). 

K. Koch, “Gibt es ein Vergeltungsdogma im Altcn Testament?” in Z. Th. K., 

I955» pp« aff. ®® E. Schwartz, Die Ethik der Griechen, Stuttgart I 95 i> p. 57. 
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decisions which will be w^rcsted from you. All this is expressed more 
comprehensively and yet concisely in the maxim contained in Prov. 
XVI. 17: “The highway of the upright is avoidance of evil; he who is on 
guard on his way preserves his life.” 

What this wisdom teaching has to say only passes over into theology 
where the subject-matter contains some kind of pointer or reference to 
Jahweh, his activity, or what pleases or displeases him. In fact, the way 
in which God is spoken of in these maxims, and what is said about him 
theoretically and what is not said, is very important. The discussion 
of this may at the same time be taken as the test of whether the deter¬ 
mination stated about the place of wisdom in relationship to the world 
of the cult and the sacral is justified.40 

To begin with, we should have to mention a group of proverbs 
designating God as the one who weighs and tests the hearts of men. 
The expression is obviously derived from an Egyptian idea: but with 
how much greater right could it be repeated by Jahwism/^ This way 
of speaking of God as the one who tests the heart makes clear at once 
that the Wisdom literature by no means displays a humanity which 
believed that it took all its decisions in isolation; on the contrary it saw 
itself very sharply exposed to a constant divine verdict. A further step 
in this direction is taken by another group of maxims which speak very 
directly of the displeasure (or pleasure) which God has in certain prac¬ 
tices or ways of human behaviour.^ To be sure, not all of the decisions 
which the wisdom teachers wanted to make easier for their pupils were 
decisions of faith. Whether one should answer a fool or not, or whether 
one should become surety for debt or not (Prov. xi. 15, xxii. 26) — 

^ In theological colouring these collections show certain dii&rcnces (even apart 
from Prov. l-ix). The collection in chs. xxv-XXIX reckons as the oldest: it is also 
the most “worldly.” Compared with it, the collection in chs. x-xxii. 16 says much 
more about Jahweh, and his will and action. It has been seen as the beginning of that 
process which became more and more apparent, through which the Wisdom literature 
became more and more theological, and in consequence the collection has been 
regarded as later. But the difference can also be connected with a possible special 
purpose and derivation, of which admittedly we know nothing. We must therefore 
avoid reconstructing a too straightforward process of development. 

^ Prov. XVI. 2 , xvn. 3 , xx. 2 , xxiv. 12 (xv . 3, n ) . The idea derives from the 
Egyptian concept of the judgment of the dead, as a result of which the heart of the 
dead man was weighed in the balance by the god Thot. An illustration is to be found 
in AltorientalischeBilder zim Alten Testament, ed. H. Gressmann, 2ndedn. Berlin 
and Leipzig 1927, PI. 203. 

** Prov. XI. 1 , 2 0, XV. 8 , 9 , 26 , XVI. 5 , 7 , XVII. I 5 , xx. 10 , 23 , xxx. 3 , xxii. i i. 
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these and much else fall within the realm of things indifferent {Adia- 
phora). But it is of course not surprising that in the great majority of 
the maxims the subject is in some way or another an expression of the 
will of Jahwch. The point about these maxims, then, is the fact that 
they recognised this will and applied it to a particular, and generally 
typical, situation. If in the process some direct assertion is made about 
Jahweh or his attitude (“it is an abomination to Jahweh if. . /’), it 
unquestionably gives the maxim greater theological directness; but in 
principle proverbs which do not name the name of Jahweh are not 
to be differentiated from the others. The maxims about the witness’s 
utterance in court (Prov. xiv. 25, XIX.5), about showing favour to one 
who is guilty (xviii.5), about moving boundaries (xxil.28), etc., make 
no mention of God, but they nevertheless approximate quite closely to 
direct commandments of Jahweh (cf. Ex. xx. 16, xxni.ifF.; Deut. 
XIX. 14 )-^® If above we recognised the “avoiding of evil”—evil to be 
understood in the widest sense of the term-as the task of life par 
excellence (Prov. xvi.17), this has now to be supplemented by the other 
maxim, “by the fear of Jahweh [that is, by obedience to the command¬ 
ments] a man avoids evil” (Prov. xvi.6). 

A third group of maxims is probably the most illuminating theo- 
logically-it speaks of the limiting of human possibilities by God and 
God’s free action. One maxim says, for example, that a man may 
deliberate a great deal-the “arrangements of the heart” 
are his own undisputed field, but the (right) answer comes from Jah¬ 
weh; that is, much can still happen between the thought and its ex¬ 
pression. A man may arrange much for himself, but with speech some¬ 
thing incommensurable comes into play; and when one succeeded in 
finding the right word, this was the inspiration of Jahweh. A similar 
contrast is found in the maxim given in Prov. xix. 14 : “Home and 
wealth are inherited from fathers : but a prudent wife is the gift of 
Jahweh.” Inheritance, property, and even a good name are to some 
extent surveyable quantities which may be entered in the ledgers of 
life as constants, but in the choice of a life-companion everything is 
open and uncertain. What these gnomic sayings mean is not of course 
that the surveyable quantities, like property and the plannings of the 
human heart, come into being without Jahweh; but reason as it atten¬ 
tively examined events continually stumbled on a realm of extreme 

For a more detailed treatment of these maxims see Fichtner, Die altorientaUsche 
Weisheit, pp. 24£ 


ISRAEL BEFORE JAHWEH 4^9 

insecurity, something incalculable, and it was here that it met with the 
action of God in a palpable way. 

A man’s heart thinks out a way for itself, 
but Jahwch guides its step. 

(Prov. XVI. 9) 

Many arc the plans in the heart of a man, 

but it is the purpose of Jahweh that is established. 

(Prov. XIX. 21) 

Every way of a man is right in his own eyes, 
but the one who tests the heart is Jahweh. 

(Prov. XXI. 2, XVI. 2) 

A man’s steps come from Jahweh, 

but man-how could he understand his way? 

(Prov. XX. 24) 

There is no wisdom, no understanding, no counsel 
over against Jahweh. 

The horse is harnessed for the day of battle, 
but the victory comes from Jahweh. 

(Prov. XXI. 3of.)^^ 

These five maxims have it in common that all of them speak in a very 
radical and comprehensive fashion of the limitations imposed upon 
human action and discretion. But they do not deal with the well- 
known subject of the limited powers of humanity and its fallibility— 
in other words, they are far from seeing human life as somehow tragic. 
Their concern is rather fhe limitations set to active life by the fact of 
being beset behind and before by God. No, a theology cannot be 
extracted from these maxims. Were one to make the attempt, one would 
not discover much more than the allusions, frequent enough admit¬ 
tedly, to that hidden Nemesis apparent in ever so many events, which 
has been far too bluntly called “the doctrine of retribution” (as if the 
wise men were interested in “doctrines”). Indeed, what causes amaze¬ 
ment is what is not said about Jahweh. But when these wise men, in 
giving instruction as to how life was to be mastered, took the view 
that a man was wise if he always reckoned with God as a limiting 
factor and as incalculable, this was not at all due to an undermining of 

^ Cf. further Prov. xvi. 33, xxi. I , XXV. 2 , XXIX. 26. 
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theology and a loss of spiritual capital, for in the sphere of the rational 
and empirical enjoined upon the wisdom teaching, Jahweh could only 
be comprehended as limitation. What more could they have done 
theologically than keep setting up these sombre signs on the frontiers 
of this area? This last-mentioned group of maxims gives an extra¬ 
ordinary glimpse into the intention and insight of these teachers. They 
are aware that the area which man can grasp with his rational powers 
(ratio) and fill out with his being is really small. Wherever he turns, 
before he is aware of it he is once more confronted with the perfectly 
incalculable element in the action of Jahweh. It is affecting to see how 
such a vital art of mastering life is aware that it must halt at these 
frontiers-indeed, it even contrives to liquidate itself there, as the last- 
mentioned maxim so magnificently says (Prov. XXI. 30). It combines 
two things-man’s confidence in his ability to master life and at the 
same time, with all the wisdom in the world, an awareness of the 
frontiers and a preparedness to fail in the sight of God. Nothing could 
be more perverse than to want, under the impression of these maxims, 
to ascribe to this wisdom teaching a resigned and even tragic attitude 
to life. The opposite would be more correct, for all the teaching and 
lessons of experience which the wise men impart to their pupils are 
designed to serve the end of “strengthening trust in Jahweh” (Prov. 
XXII. 19 ).*® The way in which we are to think of such an ideal of 
human existence as the wise men envisaged is made clear to us in the 
story of Joseph. This is the wisdom teaching of the Old Testament at 
its most distilled, and the sum total of the whole story is expressed when 
the opinion is given that all human life is completely under the sover¬ 
eign sway of God (Gen. l. 20).^® But in so saying the wisdom teaching 
does not allow itself in any way to be paralysed in its mastering of life. 
Instead, in a sphere so incomprehensibly beset behind and before by 
God, it makes bold to give a noble form to an individual’s life. 

What has been said to some extent outlines the older wisdom 
teaching. At a later date, not precisely ascertainable, there was a decided 
movement into the realm of theology. Wisdom teaching became the 
custodian of centralities of the faith and approached man’s environ¬ 
ed The passage Prov.xxn. 17-21 is to be set on a very high plane of theological 
importance, for here in the programmatic preface we have a correction which Israelite 
wisdom made on a group of proverbs taken over from Egypt. 

G. von Rad, “Josephgeschichte und iilterc Chokma,” in Vet, Test,, Supp. i 
(i 953 )»p. 120, reprinted in Ges. Studien, pp. 272 ff. 
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meat with the whole import of the quest for salvation-it asked about 
the meaning of Creation (Job xxviii;Prov. vm. 22ff.). Indeed, in odd 
inversion of its origin, it increasingly became the form par excellence 
in which all Israel’s later theological thought moved. 

6 . ISRAEL'S THEOLOGICAL WISDOM' 

What we may call the “human” wisdom of Israel is a phenomenon so 
complete and convincing in itself that it was first of all necessary to 
reconstruct it in its peculiar features. But in so doing we by no means 
exhausted what she understood by wisdom. In later, i.e. post-exilic, 
Israel a great change in the concept becomes visible. Wisdom is now 
understood as the divine call to men, and therefore as the mediator of 
revelation : it is the great teacher of all nations in general and of Israel 
in particular. Indeed, it is understood as the divine principle bestowed 
upon the world at Creation. Thus the entire theological thinking of 
late Judaism came more or less under the sway of wisdom: at any rate 
it found in the general concept a unity and an all-embracing binding 
factor such as Israel had not possessed until then. We can therefore say 
that the realm which the older human and empirical wisdom teaching 
had excluded wstic fa d ear recognition of its limits was precisely 
that into which the theological wisdom teaching entered, claimed, 
and filled. The effective execution of this astonishing change can be 
ascertained without any diflSculty, but as to the way in which the 
thorough transformation was effected, its causes, the time when it 
happened, and the men who brought it about, we are completely in 
the dark. We have no means of bridging the great gap between Prov. 
x-xxix on the one hand and Prov. I~IX on the other. But who is to 
say that we are only to take the change as a more or less unilinear 
development? Various factors would suggest that we are dealing with 
ideas which once confronted one another as independent entities and 
only intermingled at a relatively late date.* 

The conviction that perfect wisdom is with God alone was certainly 

^C. Ryh^LTsdsimf Revelation in Jewish Wisdom Literature, Chicago 1951; H. Ringgren, 
Word and Wisdom, Studies in Hypostatization of Divine Qualities and Functions in the 
Ancient N ear East, Lund 1947; L. Jansen, D \e spatjiidische Psalmendkhtung, ihr Entste- 
hungskreis und ihr Sitzim Leben, Oslo 1937. 

* None the less it is easy to see a connexion between the decisive swing over and 
the strong inner changes which the post-exilic period brought with it. Van Inischocr, 
“Sagesse et tsprit dansrAncicn Testament,” in Rev. bib., 1938, pp. 28r. 
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inherent in Jahwism from the bcginning.3 Indeed, it was precisely at 
the point of the boundlessness of the divine knowledge that man’s 
mad ambition to be like God (Gen. iii;Ezek. xxviii.ifF.), and his desire 
to “usurp” (Job XV. 8 ) something of this wisdom broke out. The same 
holds true of the idea that Jahweh-wfc/ et quando visum est Deo — could 
grant to specially chosen men a certain share in this superhuman know¬ 
ledge. In this sense older Israel understood wisdom as a divine charisma 
with which men were now and then inspired, as for example Solomon 
with “divine wisdom” ,1 Kings iii. 28 , V. g [IV. 29]). 

Although the Joseph stories do not in so many words attach the predi¬ 
cate “wisdom” to Joseph, it is nevertheless beyond doubt that they 
derive his interpretations of the dreams from a special charisma, namely 
one of wisdom, which empowered him to give an interpretation 
necessarily hidden from the Egyptian wise men (Gen. XLL 16, 38). 
In a wholly different sphere, that of art, there was the operation of that 
“spirit of wisdom” with which Jahweh endowed the builders of the 
Tabernacle (Ex. xxvm. 3 , xxxi. 3 P). This spirit of wisdom enabled 
Joshua to lead Israel (Deut. xxxiv.9). This idea of special endowment 
with a charisma of wisdom which occurs from time to time does not as 
yet seem to be in principle irreconcilable with the kind of thinking and 
presuppositions from which the older wisdom teaching started. Thus even 
in I Kings v. 9DV.29], which is perhaps not a very old text but is yet 
older than Deuteronomy, it is said that God granted great wisdom to 
King Solomon, and here the narrator is thinking both of the wisdom 
of Solomon’s proverbs and of his insights into the laws ofnature. Never¬ 
theless, it must here be stressed, particularly in view of what will follow, 
that experiential wisdom was in general very far from understanding 
itself as the fruit of a special divine revelation. It was rather an affair 
of reason and good common sense, and accordingly it had nothing to do 
with inspiration.* It -lacked all direct contact with Jahweh’s revelations. 
But the case is completely different with the wisdom of which Prov. i-ix 
speaks. There is change too from the point of view of literary style and 
form-criticism. In Prov. I-IX we are no longer dealing with maxims 
having a still ascertainable place in the life of the community, and which 
only subsequently became literature in fairly large collections. In Prov. 

* The references which speak explicitly of Jahweh’s wisdom do not start until 
comparatively late. Is. xxvin. 29, xxxi. 2; Ps. cxLvn. 5 ; Prov. m. ipf-; Job IX. 4 , XII. 13 . 

* Van Imschoot, in Rev. bib.. 1938 , p. 26; Rylaarsdam, Revelation in Wisdom 
Literature, p. 72 . 
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I-IX we find fairly elaborate theological poems showing the ability in 
each case to handle different literary forms with superb artistry, and 
they therefore have to be taken from the start as products of a literary 
theology .6 Thus their place in the life of the community is also 
different from that which we may presuppose for Prov. xff. 

In the poem on the “Eivefold Blessing of Wisdom” the fear of God 
and the knowledge of God are celebrated as the first of her gifts (Prov. 
II.5-S). This in itself very clearly shows the great change in the claim 
now made, for hitherto the fear of God was the presupposition, “the 
beginning” of all empirical wisdom and all discovery of orders. It was 
out into the world and life that the latter wisdom teaching led a man 
and taught him his way, while the other makes the claim to lead to 
God. And this wisdom in no way approaches men in just a neutral 
guise, as teaching on the lips of a master: much more often it addresses 
them as a person, an “I” speaking with supreme authority. This address 
which it utters does not leave man for a moment in doubt that the 
offer of salvation par excellence is issued in it: it has in it throughout 
something of an impatient ultimatum (Prov. 1 . 20 , wi. 35). When a man 
hears this voice, he has entered upon the decision about life and death, 
for what this wisdom has to bestow is life, life, that is, in the grand 
sense of the Old Testament, as a saving blessing.® We remember that 
life was offered to older Israel by the commandments, and that Deuter¬ 
onomy in particular set these ideas on the broadest possible basis. In 
actual fact, something of the urgency and also the concern of Deu¬ 
teronomy’s preaching, especially that of Deut. xxx. i5fF.. is repeated 
in wisdom’s imploring call, though the admonition is not now 
addressed to Israel as a whole, but personally ad hominemy to the 
individual. And here, in the intensity of this personal call, something 
really new appeared in Israel. Eor until now the offer of salvation had 
not been thus personally proclaimed to the individual, that is, as an 
offer demanding his whole personal vigilance, and indeed even a real 
effort on his part.7 People can “acquire” this wisdom (Prov. iv. 7 ), 
“find it” (Prov. 111 . 13 ), and “seek after” it (Prov. ii. 4 ), but they can 

® Prov. VI. 1-19 is a foreign body in this context: the section contains admonitions 
in the style of the older wisdom teaching. 

* Prov. III. 18, 22, IV. 13* 22f. 

^ In Deuteronomy, in the effort to give the individual an adequate share in the 
saving blessings, the blessing of Jahweh reaches individuals through the medium of 
the people of God which is blessed. Here the saving call is addressed right from the 
start to the individual. 
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also “miss” or “forsake” it (Prov. viii.36, iv.6). But wisdom on its 
side preserves the man who trusts in it, it guides whoever does not rely 
upon his own understanding and makes him well pleasing in the sight 
of Jahweh (Prov. vm. 35 ). Bostrom’s investigations were the first to 
show the very personal way in which wisdom desired to enter into the 
individual’s life and the intimacy of its address; Bostrom demonstrated 
that wisdom and its invitation have to be understood as the constructive 
opposite of the Aphrodite paracyptusa? In the service of the goddess of 
voluptuousness women publicly invite men to come to them in order 
to offer the sacrifice of their chastity: wisdom similarly courts men and 
allures them to herself, though of course the feast to which she invites 
has become a marriage feast.® Wisdom wants to be a man’s sister and 
intimate friend (Prov. VII. 4 ). What an odd thing : wisdom personified 
largely received blood and life from her more sensual opposite, Astarte, 
the goddess of love ! 

In spite of its very personal lineaments, theological definition of the 
wisdom under consideration is impossible. With ben Sirach a few 
generations later, at the turn of the third and the second centuries, it 
was identified with the Torah, but in Proverbs, etc., there is clearly no 
thought of any such direct equation.^® None the less it is correct to say 
that wisdom is the form in which Jahweh’s will and his accompanying 
of man (i.e. his salvation) approaches man. Wisdom is the essence of 
what man needs for a proper life, and of what God grants him. Still, 
the most important thing is that wisdom does not turn towards man 
in the shape of an “It,” teaching, guidance, salvation or the like, but 
of a person, a summoning “I.” So wisdom is truly the form in which 
Jahweh makes himself present and in which he wishes to be sought by 
man. 11 “Whoso finds me, finds life” (Prov. vm. 35). Only Jahweh can 
speak in this way. And yet, wisdom is not Jahweh himself: it is some¬ 
thing separate from him: indeed, it once designates itself as Jahweh’s 
creature, albeit the first-bom of all creatures (Prov. viii. 22 ), and identi¬ 
fies itself with the thoughts which God cherished in creating the world 
(Prov. m. 19). 

® G. Bostrom, Proverbiastudien, D ie Weisheit unddasfremde fVeib, Lund 193 5 , pp. i sff, 

® So particularly Ecdesiasticus Li. ipff.; Bostrom, op. cit., pp. i6ifF. 

Fichtner, D i e altoricntalische Weisheit i n ihrer israelitisck-jUdischen Auspragung, 
pp. 8ifF. 

H. J. Kraus, “Die Verkundigung der Weisheit,” in Bihlische Studien, Heft 2 , 
Neukirchen I95l,p. 31. 
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As was said above, the complete identification of wisdom with the 
Torah is an accomplished fact with ben Sirach. But this was certainly 
no absolute innovation, for in the light of this later age’s thought this 
equation has to be regarded as simply a theological conclusion already 
latent in principle in Prov. i-ixand now come to maturity. But in 
it the theological concept of wisdom attained such a degree of clari¬ 
fication as to allow the wisdom teaching to draft a tremendous 
scheme of world history and saving history: wisdom was created by 
Jahweh before all creation, she came forth from his mouth (Ecclesiasti- 
cus 1 . 4 , XXIV. 3). All Creation with all the nations was open before her, 
and she had searched for a home on earth among men (Ecdesiasticus 
XXIV. 7). But this first attempt to find a habitation among men failed.^^ 
God then assigned her a resting-place in Israel, and there, in the form 
of the Torah, “the Book of the Covenant of God,” she took root and 
grew up into a magnificent tree (Ecdesiasticus xxrv. 12-23). But Jali- 
weh also left a certain portion of wisdom to the nations-“according 
to his gift,” as Sirach says limiting it (Ecdesiasticus 1. 10 ). There is much 
less reserve in what the great poem about wisdom in Prov. vm says 
about the portion of wisdom possessed by the world outside Israel. 

By me kings reign, and rulers decree what is just; 

By me princes and nobles rule, all just judges. 

(Text. emen. Prov. viii.i 5 f.) 

Here wisdom-the same wisdom as makes the o&r of salvation to the 
men of the people of God-is also designated as a teacher of the Gen¬ 
tiles.^® It is through her that they enjoy the blessings of law and order : 
all the wisdom of rulers derives from her. But of course only Israel can 
boast of the fullness of her gifts. Indeed, it may be said that in such 
theological reflexions upon history the wise men’s aim was nothing 
less than an aetiology of Israel and Israel’s special place among the 
nations. We can see how life within the Persian Empire, and even 
more among the Hellenistic hotch-potch of nations, was bound to lead 
the Jews, because of the very fact that they were faced with the uni- 

We already hear in Prov. i. 24 ff. something of wisdom’s disappointment: she 
has sought and called in vain. R. Bultmann in Eucharisterion, pp. 6f, 

There is also in Ecdesiasticus xvn. ifF. a similar theological sketch of the history, 
which however passes over without any interruption from the Creation to the saving 
gift of the land (vss.pfF.). And it too contains a reflexion on Israel’s relationship to 
the nations: “For every nation he appointed a ruler {i^yoijjuevog)^ but Israel is the 
Lord’s portion” (vs. 17). 
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vcrsal world of nations, to an intensification of their desire to clarify 
their own special place in the history of mankind. So Israel once more, 
at a very late epoch, found herself again confronted with the task of 
understanding herself, in her own sight and in the world’s, as Israel. 
The force in the view of history thus attained lies in its utterly universal 
inclusiveness as well as in the compelling challenge it made to the 
responsibility of the individual. But compared with Israel’s earlier 
attempts to understand herself as the people of God in history, this one 
is now slightly tinged with the pallor of theological reflexion. We look 
in vain for clear evidence of the direction of this scheme of history 
towards a defmite historical hour with whose concrete situation Israel 
had to identify herself. 

That other nations existed in the historical realm was of course for 
Israel no specially new insight: what was new was rather the question 
of how far they possessed any truth. But an even more urgent factor 
at the time was the determination to acquire knowledge of “nature,” 
of the world as a totality. We find texts which are only comprehensible 
as expressions of an age which asked questions about the meaning of 
nature and the totality of the world in a rational sense hitherto unheard 
of in Israel. Here the faith of Israel saw itself really confronted with a 
new phenomenon, and new insights and experiences, with which it had 
to reckon. The poem in Job xxviii begins with a description of the 
astonishing technical abilities of homo faber. In his mines he excavates 
the mountains and brings treasures to light from their depth. But all 
the mastery of the earth of which he is capable cannot hide the bitter 
truth that the ultimate secret of the world is hidden from him. We can 
see that much more is at stake here than was previously with the 
numerical proverbs—^it is not the classification of separate strange 
phenomena, nor of limited sections of order: it is a totality of know¬ 
ledge. The question is directed to the world as such and, as Goethe 
says, to “what at its core giveth it cohesion.” And as it pleads with the 
world and interrogates it, it has already the tones of a quest for salva¬ 
tion. For there is no doubt that there is a secret implanted in the world 
by God. This secret the poem calls “wisdom.” But as it uses this con¬ 
cept the poem thinks of something oddly material, something almost 
with a fixed habitation. “God knows the way to her,” he “knows her 
place” (vs. 23 f.), he has “placed her” (vs. 27). But she is simply unattain¬ 
able by man’s technical will and enquiring mind. Verse 22 seems to 
indicate that the way to wisdom is only through death and the realm 
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of death. If the poem originally ended in a deep resignation, further 
on, in vs. 28, and most certainly at a later date, it was given a positive 
ending: “But to man he said ‘Behold, the fear of the Lord is wisdom, 
and avoidance of evil is understanding.’ This maxim leads man from 
those hopeless questions to the questions which had been assigned to 
him by God. It does this of course quite abruptly in that, without so indi¬ 
cating, it uses the word wisdom in a different sense, namely the usual and 
popular one. This crude twist at the end of the poem no doubt impairs 
its ancient grandeur, but it is obviously dictated by a pastoral concern— 
thou too, 0 man, hast a portion in the divine wisdom : thy wisdom is 
the fear of God.^® 

The wisdom poem in Prov. vm takes us a great step forward. It 
has three parts. The first (vss. 1 - 21 ) and the last (vss. 32-6) are paraenetic, 
and in the famous middle part (vss. 22-3 1 ) wisdom introduces herself 
in a very strange way, speaking of primeval existence, and of her pre¬ 
existence before all the works of Creation. She is created: but she is the 
first-born of God’s works of Creation; she was the dearest child of God 
and played with Creation and with men. The statements are very 
illusive, and they could hardly be otherwise at this utmost limit of the 
possibilities of expression. But it can at any rate be recognised that wis¬ 
dom was not herself actively engaged in the creation of the world— 
that would certainly have been expressed much more clearly. It is much 
more likely that the controversial pQK in vs. 30 should be translated 
by “darling” or “pet,” and that it came to be interpreted as “master 
workman” only under the pressure of later concepts, as they came to be 
expressed in the Wisdom of Solomon. Here in Proverbs the author of 
this poem is obviously only interested in maintaining that wisdom pre¬ 
existed before all Creation. In particular the relationship between her 
and the thing created is described as one of play. Another direction is 
indicated in Prov. m. 19 : “Jahweh by wisdom founded the earth; by 
understanding he established the heavens.” Here we are indeed very 
close to a concept of co-operation. Wisdom was a means of which 
Jahweh availed himself; perhaps we could say a constructive principle 
by which he allowed himself to be guided in the construction of the 
world.^® “Sophia” is only expressly designated as the creator of the 

Thus G. Holscher and other expositors in loco. 

The transition in Ps. xix from 1-7 [6] to 8-15 [7-14] also shows this leading on of 
wisdom’s from the contemplation of the world to the contemplation of the Torah. 

See Gemser, Spriiche Salomos, in loco. If one considers the way in which Ps. 







THEOLOGY OP ISRAEL'S TRADITIONS 


I 448 

world in the Wisdom of Solomon (vii.22). One should therefore not 
even try to approach Prov. viii.22ff. in terms of this specific question, 
for it speaks about a completely different aspect of the relationship to 
; the world and stands rather beside Prov. 111.19 as complement. What 

j ben Sirach says is again a little different-God “poured out” wisdom 

(which is created) upon all his works (Ecclesiasticus 1 . 9). From all this 
one can see how flexible the concepts still were. At the time of Prov. 
Ml.19 and VIM. 22fF., and even of Jesus ben Sirach, the subject could 
still be approached in various ways and with the help of different con- 
! cepts, and each of these expressions was still a bold venture. Even the 

concept of wisdom as a person, and that of taking her as a “principle,” 
still go side by side. It appears however as if the deepest things which 
Israel said about God’s Creation were given in Prov. vMi.22fF. — the 
! world and man are joyously encompassed by wisdom. Perhaps we 

I catch something of the meaning if we say that by its wondrousness 

I and the wisdom of its design all Creation transcends itself in the direc¬ 

tion of God. It is enclosed by a secret, encompassed by a doxa^ pointing 
back to God. Whether any concepts deriving from myth and familiar 
to contemporaries though no longer known to us rendered the author 
any assistance in forming this extreme concept of wisdom as a playing 
child-was it a child of the gods?-is a different question which cannot 
be discussed here.^’ But we have to give careful heed to the place in 
I theology where these cosmological expressions stand. They are a 

message of that wisdom which with* the force of an ultimatum calls 
man to a decision about life and death (Prov. viii. 35). They are there¬ 
fore merely the first part of the call to man, and serve to strengthen its 
weight and authority, and to intensify the readiness to listen to it. 

I Thus this poem too contains the twist which we found in Job XXVin, 

I 28, only it is not so crude nor does it come so abruptly at the very end. 

, xxxm, 6 imagines the creation of the world as effected by Jahweh’s “word” and 

“spirit,” then the concept in Prov. m. 19 and basically also that in Prov. vin. 22 
comes remarkably close to the concept of flTT, for here Ecdcsksticus xxiv. 3 on its 
part Seems once more to identify the primordial wisdom with the spirit of God which 
hovered over chaos. For the use of the concept of wisdom in place of the generally 
commoner concept of the spirit in the utterances of the Wisdom literature see Van 
Imschoot, in Rev. bib., 1938, pp. syfF. The Joseph story says that the “spirit ofElohim” 
was in Joseph (Gen. xu. 38 ). Later on people would surely have spoken of the divine 
wisdom. 

H. Dormer has recently very plausibly shown a dependence on the Egyptian 
concept of Maat, in Zeitschriftfiir agyptischeSprache und Altertumskunde^ I 957 »pp. 8fF. 
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But in essence Prov. viii is very much the same: wisdom is only possible 
for man by following, by discipleship. Since the text of Prov. viii is 
much more positive in what it says about “cosmic” wisdom, the urge 
towards obedience and following, and so the application to man, is 
very much stronger than in Job xxviii.We should therefore not set 
too much of a gulf between Prov. viii and Job xxvm.Only in mood 
are there great differences; but tliis derives from the fact that the cosmic 
wisdom in Job xxviii appears in the form of a question raised by man 
which is unanswerable, while in Prov. viii it speaks to man as the 
mediator of a revelation. But in both places a portion of this wisdom 
is promised to man only in virtue of listening and obeying. 

Thus a characteristic of these theological reflexions of the Wisdom 
literature is the determined effort to relate the phenomenon of the 
world, of “nature” with its secrets of creation, to the saving revelation 
addressed to man. As we have seen, this theology was much less 
interested in the phenomenon of history.^® Faith had apparently— 
though perhaps only in certain circles-to satisfy considerably in¬ 
creased intellectual pretensions. It is perfectly possible that contact with 
popular Hellenistic philosophy played a part,^® but internal conditions 
and needs in Israel itself were probably more influential. What finds 
voice here is an Israel which had completely and in all respects emanci¬ 
pated herself from the archaic forms of her faith. This dissociation from 
the patriarchal concepts of Jahweh’s action had already been effected 
as far as history went in the Succession Document. But now Israel’s 
life also became completely freed from myth in regard to nature, and 
this certainly did not come about apart from wisdom’s strong rational 
will for knowledge. The concept of miracle had changed. These circles 
no longer designated as miracle the breaks in the historical nexus and 
the isolated “signs.” Admittedly, even in later agps^ahweh’s acts in 
history counted, as always, as pre-eminently his (Pss. Lxxviii. 

II, 32, CVi. 7, GXi, 4; Neh. ix. 17). But in the circles of wisdom teach¬ 
ing, interest in the traditions of the saving history had grown weak. 
It was all the more turned towards the miracle of Creation, its system¬ 
atic arrangement, its technical riddles and its rules. These are the 
n’i«‘?s5a which the Wisdom literature praises.*® It is here that the Wis- 

Sec however J. Fichtner, “Zum Problem Glaube und Geschichte in der israeli- 
tiscli-judischen Weisheit/* in TkLz,, 1951, cols. i45fF. 

Eichrodt, Theologie, VOL. II, p. 41. 

Job V. gff., ix.Sff., xxxvn. 14; Ps. cxxxix. 14; cf Jer. x. i2ff.; Ps. civ. 24 . 
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dom literature becomes enthusiastic, here is the field where it knew 
itself theologically challenged and where indeed it became productive. 
What a change there is in the theological situation compared with the 
teaching about Creation in the Priestly Document in Gen. ii There, as 
we saw, Creation opened up the dimension of history and saving history. 
In order to speak properly about Israel, one had to begin at Creation 
itself. The task of this priestly theology thus consisted in linking the 
saving history with Creation, in drawing Creation towards the saving 
history, because this was the real position where this theology stood.^^ 
The theological thinking of wisdom ran in exactly the opposite direc¬ 
tion. It stood before the world as Creation, and its task was to find a 
connexion from there with the saving history, that is, with that revela¬ 
tion of Jahweh’s will which was pre-eminently turned towards Israel. 
Its thesis therefore ran: in order to understand Creation properly, one 
has to speak about Israel and the revelation of God’s will granted to her. 
The rational determination to acquire knowledge which first caused 
wisdom to direct her attention to the world certainly saw many won¬ 
ders in it, but it also saw that its real secret evaded her. Least of all did 
Jahweh’s work of creation present itself to wisdom in that ministering 
function in which it was seen by the priestly teaching in Gen. i, that is, 
in the function of opening up and bearing Jahweh’s action in history 
and salvation. We should be justified in saying that only here was the 
demand to face up to Creation in its whole unmythological worldliness 
made upon Israel. But what was the connexion between Creation and 
Jahweh’s will for revelation, of whose totality and penetrating power 
none had better knowledge than these same teachers of wisdom? 
Their theology masters this tremendous problem not only by relating 
the cosmic wisdom which is unattainable by natural knowledge to 
Jahweh’s revelation which comes to man, but also even by identifying 
them ! The word which calls man to life and salvation is the same word 
as that which as wisdom already encompassed all creatures at Creation. 
It is the same word which God himself made use of as a plan at his 
creation of the world. Hitherto Israel’s contribution to the rational 
critical knowledge of the world has been counted very small, if not 
even discounted completely. Over against this, more recent investiga¬ 
tion of the Wisdom literature gives a different picture. Israel too put 
urgent questions to “nature,” and penetrated-certainly always from 
the basis of her faith-to insights of ultimate validity as far as the 

See above, pp. I 38 f. 
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possibility of knowing the world and its ultimate secrets is concerned. 
The “No” in Job xxvni could not have come as a windfall to merely 
occasional questioning; it sums up the total of a long endeavour after 
knowledge of the world. 

In the light of all this, the later wisdom reachers must have been the 
representatives of a very comprehensive, indeed a practically encyclo¬ 
pedic, theology, at any rate the most comprehensive one which Israel 
ever achieved. The encyclopedic endeavour of the older experientially- 
based wisdom teaching passed over to the later theological teaching. 
Only with the latter was Israel able to make perfectly universal state¬ 
ments not just about the world and its secrets of creation, but also 
about the assets of truth which the nations possess. It would not, how¬ 
ever, be right to dismiss the cosmological statements simply as “specula¬ 
tions,” for in its proper nature this wisdom always understood itself 
as a process of revelation addressed to man. The place where the 
cosmological statements stand, as for example those in Prov. viii.22fF., 
is absolutely clear. They are merely the introduction to that wisdom 
which calls to man; their function is a ministering and motivating one. 
In the address itself they stand in the background. Their call is there¬ 
fore far from being wisdom of the kind we find in the mystery religions, 
which discloses cosmic secrets to the initiate. On the contrary, it 
addresses itself to the general public (Prov. ix. 3). We cannot however 
fail to see that the whole call in Prov. vm also presupposes an intellec¬ 
tual need in man, and reckons with hearers who can only be reached 
if their will to acquire knowledge is also satisfied. They are therefore 
told that the wisdom which calls to them has “a cosmic background/ 
Here the statement that the fear of God is the beginning of wisdom has 
received a far more comprehensive meaning, for it is this cosmic wis¬ 
dom which gives herself to the man who obeys her. The scope of this 
wisdom theology was widened for the last time through its fusion with 
apocalyptic, but this is only heralded in the latest book of the Hebrew 
canon. The wise man’s power extends over the secrets of the future as 
well.23 Later wisdom is thus a phenomenon of astonishing complexity. 

22 B. Gemser, Spriiche Salomes, on Prov. vm. 22ff. 

^Dan. n. 3 ifF.,iv.i6fF., v. i 3 fF., vii.iff., vm.iff,ix. 2 ofF., x. iff.; Wis. vn. 27 

and frequendy. The way for this connexion of Wisdom literature and apocalyptic 
had been prepared long in advance, for the Wisdom literature loved to increase the 
weight of its insights by a prophetic manner of speech. Nevertheless even Ecclesiasticus 
still claims no knowledge of the future. 
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Ill it, Israel’s assets of faith were able for the last time, before their 
ossification in the teaching of the Scribes, to express and present them¬ 
selves in a completely new form absolutely unknown to older Israel. 

The diminished importance of the cult however is surprising. We 
may not of course deduce from Prov. i-ixa theology that was without 
a cult or that was even hostile to it. Ben Sirach could even be enthusias¬ 
tic about the great services of worship,^ and the wise men of Prov. 
i-ixtoo certainly did not deny the cult its place in the post-exilic com¬ 
munity. Much becomes clear if we just remember the difference in 
“offices** and their sphere of responsibility. The ordering of the cult 
had become an almost esoteric branch of knowledge, and its representa¬ 
tives were the priests. The teachers of wisdom regarded as their task 
the development of teaching along a completely different line, and in 
particular in face of questions completely different from those met with 
by the priests. But even if we guard against radical&ions which over¬ 
simplify the issue, the fact remains that, for the wise men in their almost 
encyclopedic effort, the decisive confrontation of man with Jahweh 
does not take place in the sphere of the cult with its whole motivation 
from the saving history. Wisdom’s call to men to follow her, her 
invitation to life, is uttered out in secular life, quite apart from the 
sacral. The concepts of cult, saving history, and people of God appar¬ 
ently lie outside the field of vision of this call, which is directed to the 
individual. 

Yet the strangest thing of all is that this divine call-where it conde¬ 
scends to such a thing at all-does not legitimate itself from the saving 
history, but from Creation. This is very similar to the divine utterances 
in the Book of Job. There too the glory and the power, that is, the 
divinity of Jahweh, which no doubt is to assail, proves itself from 
Creation, though admittedly from a Creation which right from the 
beginning was probably understood as a saving work of Jahweh. 

This was thus a very spiritual piety which we can well think of as 
needing no signs or miracles or cultic symbols as outward sureties. 
The other side of the renunciation was the conviction of the hiddenness 
and remoteness of Jahweh’s action. 

A man’s heart thinks out a way, but Jahweh guides his step. 

(Prov. XVI. 9) 

Of course no faith could have lived by this insight alone-indeed it 
^ Ecclesiasticus XLV. 6ff.; especially l. iff. 


did not have to do so, for in the earlier period Israel’s faith rested upon 
quite other bases than such extreme statements. But what is to happen 
when wisdom proceeds to understand itself as the representative of the 
most central concepts of Jahwism, and, bypassing the saving history, 
goes on to legitimise itself straight from Creation? 

7. SCEPTICISM 

After all that has been said-the way in which we thought we have to 
understand Israel’s faith in Jahwch-it can be realised that the point 
where contact with the action of Jahweh in history tended to be lost 
was always the point when faith was brought into the gravest danger. 
Accordingly a form of scepticism arose which was specific to Israel, 
not doubt about the existence of Jahweh-neither Job’s despair 
nor that of the psalms of lamentation led to any dubiety about Jahweh’s 
existence and power —but doubt about his readiness to interfere drastic¬ 
ally in history or in the life of the individual. 1 This scepticism is not so 
very late; even the pre-exilic prophets encountered an astonishingly 
detached attitude on their contemporaries’ part (Is. v. 19 ; Zeph. 1.12). 

It may cause surprise if side by side with these almost cynical voices 
which cast doubts on Jahweh’s might in history we range Ps. xc, 
which seems to be diametrically opposed to them. But the opening 
verses of this community lament are themselves characteristic, because 
they arc no longer able to appeal to God’s saving acts in history as 
had been the custom with this class of psalm (cf. Pss. XLiV,2[iLLXXiv. 
2). Like these Ps. xc casts a glance back to the past, but it is a glance 
which can no longer attach itself to any event in the saving history : 
the thought of God’s eternity was so overwhelming that it swept the 
imagination away to ever greater distances, back to Creation and beyond 
it. Thus, the reflexions about man’s nothingness in the sight of God 
occupy a conspicuously large space here, to the extent that there is 
almost no room left for supplication (and this is after all the most 
important point in a lament). Supplication only begins towards the 
end of the Psalm. All this is characteristic of the specific note of resigna¬ 
tion typical of the whole psalm, which can scarcely bring itself to have 

^ To an increasing degree the later period spoke of the impossibility of knowing 
Jahweh. To know Jahweh was previously the glory and privilege of Israel. But along¬ 
side this idea deriving from the distant past-it was not removed-there are more 
and more references to the incomprehensibility of Jahweh ; Jer. xxin. 23f. ; Is. XL. 18, 

25; LV. 8f.; Prov. XXX. ifE 

0.T.T.-16 
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any confidence. How poor the community has become is shown par¬ 
ticularly in vs. 16, which can almost be described as the key to the 
whole psalm. The “works” of God, the manifestation of which is 
prayed for, are of course the saving acts of God in history in the past 
and the present (cf. Ps. XLIV. 2 [i]; Is. v. 12 ,19 and frequently). The 
psalm certainly has knowledge of the glory of God’s action in history 
which he constantly allowed to be revealed to his community, but 
only as something lost to its own generation. What then is left for the 
psalmist still to say about God? That he is enthroned in unattainable 
eternity and that men pass away under his wrath. But this community 
also knows what it lacks, and it prays God that he may again declare 
himself anew to it. 

The period of the monarchy had already broken in principle with 
the old drastic idea of Jahweh’s action in history. The author of the 
Succession Document or of the Joseph stories had by now relegated 
Jahweh’s action to a deep concealment. The words interpreting the 
Joseph stories, which viewed the events as the inextricable intertwining 
of the evil action of men and the good action of God (Gen. l.2o), were 
a radical insight and could only be maintained in such a fashion by a 
strong belief in Jahweh’s action in history. For a period which was less 
sure of itself, this idea of the deep concealment of the action of Jahweh 
could soon get a very bitter tang. We have already seen, of course, 
how it was that the later wisdom teaching’s belief in Jahweh’s action 
in history grew weak, and how it was his action in Creation that came 
to the forefront. But were things any more favourably situated for 
belief there? The resignation in Job xxvm gives clear enough testimony, 
and the almost impassioned outbreak of despair at the impossibility of 
finding God in nature in Prov. xxx. 1-4 automatically ranges these 
passages alongside Ps. xc. However, only with the Book of Ecclesiastes 
did this scepticism emerge broadly based and with a hitherto unheard 
of radicality and weight.2 

The book appears in the Gattung of a royal testament, a class of 
writing belonging to the court and the wise men, and deriving origi¬ 
nally from Egypt. All idea that it contains the personal and individual 

* K. Galling, Dcr Prediger (Hb. A.T. i, iS), Tubingen 1940; id., “Koheletstudien,” 
inZ.A. W., 1932, pp. 276 ff.; W. Zimmerli, D \ elVeisheitdesPredigersSalomo, Berlin 
1936; J. Pedersen, “Scepticisme isradlite,” in Revue d'histoire et de philosophie religieuses, 
1930* pp. 3i7 ff-;A. Lauha, “Die Krise des religiosen Glaubcns bei Kohelet,” in Vet. 
Test., Suppl. ni(i955),pp. i83fF. 
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legacy of a solitary thinker has been abandoned. Recent writings have 
shown that its affinities with the thought of traditional wisdom are in 
fact very much greater than was once supposed, and that it is only in 
particular points that Ecclesiastes departs from such traditional wis¬ 
dom.^ So the Preacher’s book is better understood as a sceptical marginal 
note on the tradition of the Avise men, although of course it is a very 
bitter one. When it is so taken, we are delivered from the hopeless 
task of understanding its content as a consistent unity of thought,* 
because it rests wholly upon the traditional themes of the Wisdom 
literature, though freely glossing them. 

The magnificent poem on the basically hopeless cycle of all things 
which men fail to perceive only because their memory is so short 
(Ecclesiastes i.4ff.), at once opens up the view of the world in which 
the thought and questioning of Ecclesiastes move. Initially it shows 
affinities with the later wisdom teaching, for its subject too is nothing 
less than the whole world. But Ecclesiastes thinks entirely without any 
reference to history-with him the Wisdom literature lost its last con¬ 
tact with Israel’s old way of thinking in terms of saving history and, 
quite consistently, fell back on the cyclical way of thinking common to 
the East, the only difference being that in Ecclesiastes this way of think¬ 
ing is expressed in an utterly secular form. But-and this tragedy is 
the book’s theme-in this world devoid of all action of Jahweh in 
history, Ecclesiastes seeks for God. It seeks him for men’s sake, to find 
an answer to the question of man’s “portion,” that is, the place in life 
assigned to man by God and blessed by him.® In this question of the 
“portion,” the “benefit,” what is under discussion is the question of the 
meaning of life: indeed, what it sums up is nothing less than the quest 
of salvation per se, as Ecclesiastes understands it. He investigated life to 
find a value that could make life worth living, but found that wisdom, 
riches, toil, and posthumous fame alike were “vanity.” Now, in that 
main question, upon which he passionately insists, Ecclesiastes yet 
betrays that he is a last descendant of the people of Jahweh, since he 
knows that everything would be different if Jahweh's action, his work, 
were revealed to man (Ecclesiastes vm. 17, xi. 5 ). 

® K. Galling, in Z.A.W., 1932, pp. 282 ff. 

* The book is now teminated by two “epilogues” (xn.9-11 and 12-14). The latter 
seeks to interpret the contents of the book positively as an admonition to fear God 
and keep the commandments. 

® Ecclesiastes n. 10, 21, m. 22, v. lyf., ix. g. 
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Ecclesiastes is anything but a nihilistic agnostic. He knows that the 
world was created by God and that he unceasingly acts upon it. But 
man’s calamity is that he cannot make contact with this divine action, 
because it is too deeply concealed. Ecclesiastes is in complete agreement 
with wisdom’s traditional outlook that God has appointed its season for 
all human activity (Ecclesiastes m. ifF.), and that-putting it in the 
Greek way-there is a kairos for weeping and laughing, and for loving 
and hating. But — 2 Xid this is the point where Ecclesiastes’ own reflexion 
begins-what does this mean for men (Ecclesiastes says “for those who 
work’)? 

I saw the toil which God has ordained. ... He has made everything 
beautiful in its time. .,. 

Only so that man cannot find out the work which God has done 
from the beginning. 

(Ecclesiastes iii. 9ff.) 

Ecclesiastes therefore means that the things which God has appointed 
for men signify only toil. This of course is not God’s fault, who makes 
everything aright. But what help is this to man who cannot “fmd out” 
the work of God? There is no coincidence between man’s actions and 
the “time” appointed by God; man always misses the mark. It is a 
strange discovery ! The despair of a wise man at a life which he knows 
to be completely encompassed by God, but which has nevertheless lost 
all meaning for him, because this God’s activity has sunk down into 
an unattainable concealment! The reason why this realisation is so 
devastating for Ecclesiastes is that he knows of no other possibility of 
coming into contact with God than this empirical way. But the world 
remains silent in face of his quest for salvation. The result of this 
absence of answer to his question about God is a “vulnerability on all 
sides/’® and the total insecurity of life is one of the subjects upon which 
Ecclesiastes expatiates. With him there can be no talk ofa message which 
he had to deliver, since all that is left for him to do is to warn against 
illusions. Cast your bread upon the waters-after many days you will 
find it again. Invest your money in different stocks and shares, and you 
will lose it (Ecclesiastes Xl, Thus, not even the outcome of insecurity 

® Zimmerli, D ie W dsheit des PreJigers Salomo, p. 20. 

^ H. W. Hertzberg, DerPrediger^ Komm. A.T., Leipzig 1932, in loco. It is taken in a 
different way by W. Staerk in Z.A.W., 1942-3, pp. 2l6fF. 
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can be taken for granted ! But what good is it for man to be in a world 
where the tears of the oppressed flow (Ecclesinstcs iv.i), and slaves 
ride on horses, and men of superior rank go on foot (Ecclesiastes x. 7 )? 
Very oddly, Ecclesiastes calls a halt just before the point of complete 
bankruptcy. He does not draw the conclusion come to in the well- 
known Old Babylonian conversation between the master and his 
slave.® He does not recommend self-destruction: instead, he sees him¬ 
self suspended, over the abyss of despair. 

“What I found to be good and fitting is this: to eat and drink and 
find enjoyment in all the toil which one has under the sun, for that is 
one’s portion” (Ecclesiastes v. 18 ). In spite of their agreement with 
similar utterances from ancient Egypt, these maxims of Ecclesiastes are 
nevertheless to be distinguished fairly radically from that often almost 
cynical hedonism which of course is so frequently the brother of de¬ 
spair. Eor his counsels recommending an acceptance and enjoyment of 
the possible in every case contain a pointer to God: they are in fact the 
only maxims which bring human action with an almost astonishing 
directness into connexion with a positive will of God-it “pleases” 
God (Ecclesiastes ix. 76 ).® On Ecclesiastes’ lips what is said about 
man’s “portion”-the word occurs again in the solemn passage in 
ch. IX. 7-10—is of great importance, for he now sees one way 
open to him after all. It may be a very narrow way, but it is never¬ 
theless something apportioned to man by God, and with it he is ready 
to be content. 

There can be no mistake about it: Ecclesiastes is a polemical book. 
The “wise man” whom it attacks is even mentioned once (Ecclesiastes 
VIM. 17). But the person intended is not so easy to see. What wise man 
claimed that he could discern all the work of Jahweh under the sun, 
“find it out”? This can certainly not be said of the older wisdom teach¬ 
ing, and the later teaching, Prov. i-ix and Ecclesiasticus, was also 
restrained in its judgment about the possibility of discerning Jahweh on 
the basis of the world. What is indeed common to them and to Ecclesi- 

® [“Servant,] obey me.” “Yes, my Lord, yes.” “Now what is good?” “To break 
my neck, your neck, throw both into the river-that is good” (AXE. T., p. 43 8; 
A.O.T.,p. 287 ). E. A. SpeisePs interpretation-he would see in the conversation 
merely a parody on obedience to the point of self-immolation-does not square 
with the weightiness of its philosophy of life (Journal of Cuneiform Studies, 
pp. 

® Ecclesiastes ii. 25 , m. 13 , vii.i4,ix. 7 ff. 
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astes is the question directed to the world and life as a whole. This 
wise man could perhaps rather personify a theology represented by the 
friends ofjob. Admittedly, a deep gulf separates Ecclesiastes from them, 
as of course from the older wisdom teaching as well, because Ecclesi¬ 
astes no longer sees a fate-bringing connexion between act and conse¬ 
quence in any shape or form. The idea of the fate-bringing sphere, 
which in earliest Israel was built into the foundations of the under¬ 
standing of life, can in Ecclesiastes hardly now be discerned even in 
outline. He had long ago lost the belief that events in the external world 
correspond to human behaviour, and are turned towards man in 
benefit or in punishment.^® Man and the events in the world outside 
him had been completely sundered from one another, with the result 
that he was abandoned like a monad to a process eluding all theo¬ 
logical logic. Loneliness surrounds man, for it is not only God who is 
withdrawn from him. Eor the man who could compose the reflexions 
on the cycle of the sun and the waters and the wind, the world too has 
become an alien entity outside of himself, moving according to rules 
of its own. This is the explanation of that utter insecurity in regard to 
life which Ecclesiastes is never weary of revealing from every angle. 
Insecure are riches, being righteous is insecure (Ecclesiastes vn.15, 
viii.i4fF.), i n particular all “that comes,” the future, is insecure (Eedesi- 
astes Ml. 19, vm. 7, VI. 12 ). Death alone is certain, death which awaits 
all, the clean and the unclean alike, those who offer God sacrifices and 
those who neglect them (Ecclesiastes ix. 1 ■ 3). 

Here, at the farthest frontier of Jahwism where Ecclesiastes pitched 
his camp, arose an idea of life which can with some justification be 
designated as tragic. Human life is a life which is disposed over. But 
man is not able to keep in step with the dark divine power to which he 
is handed over. No matter what trouble he takes, he can never do any¬ 
thing but fail in the attempt to reach accord with the action of this 
God. 11 Limits that are unsurmountable hinder him from understanding 
God. No doubt God gives man joy too. But he also brings him into 
judgment (Ecclesiastes xi.9). Ina word, he is the one stronger than 
man (Ecclesiastes Vi. 10). Thus nothing remained for Ecclesiastes but 
to submit in deep resignation to this tragic existence. He has no com¬ 
mission to preach. But he speaks in moving and even solemn laments 

See above, pp.zyof., 384fF. 

Complaint about the toil (VfiS? pervades the whole book; 1 . 3 ,13»ii- 18, 

20,2T, 22. III. 10. 13 , IV. 4 , 8, 9, V. 17 , VI. 7 , VIII. 15, 17 . 
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of the soul’s “toil” which this life prepares for man who cannot in any 
way master it.^^ 

This fundamentally tragic mood is not something absolutely new with Ecclesi¬ 
astes; it has a certain prehistory. Admittedly we should have to be on our guard 
against all the gloomy utterances about the frailty and nothingness of human life to 
which Jahwism, it must be recognised, had an inclination from the beginning. But 
these are utterances in which the frailty is already understood in the sense of a fated 
limitation, in the light of which even human failure in the eyes of God is compre¬ 
hensible and explicable. In respect of this, the form of the argument in Ps. cm. 14 
retains something alien to the class of Psalms-Jahweh knows how “frail a thing” 
we are m- That is, he knows what can be expected of man and what cannot. 
This rational grounding of the mercy of Jahweh in his knowledge of the limitations 
imposed upon men is, on the whole, alien to the prayers of lamentation. Job xiv.ifF. 
shows that this argument also admits of an utterly different conclusion. For, if this 
limitation is true, how is it conceivable that God still makes demands upon this man— 
indeed, makes great demands upon him? 

“The son of earth, bom of woman, short are his days and full of unrest. 

He comes forth like the flower, and withers, he flees like a shadow and cannot 
stand. 

And over him dost thou hold thine eyes open, dost thou drag him into judgment 
before thee? 

How can one that is clean come from the unclean? There is not one !” 

(Translationaccording to Holschcr, Das Buck Hiob, Hb. A.T., 2 nd edn. Tiibingen 1952 .) 
Here too the incapability is tragically motivated. One further advance is made by the 
“Babylonian Ecclesiastes,” a conversation between a sufferer and his friend, in which 
human fallibility and falseness are understood as a gift of the gods who created man 
thus (pp. 279f.). 
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K. Iff. 

278 

K. I-IO 

234 

K.gf. 

243 

c. II 

280n. 

K.iif. 

234 , 23511 . 

X.33 

132 

X.35 

236f. 

XI 

290 f. 

Xl.iof. 

295 

XI .11 

295 

XI. 1 1-17 294 

XI. 16 , 24 - 26 , 236 

X 1 . 18,31 29 in. 

X.25 

99 

xi. 25 fF. 

293 

XII 

29 of. 

XII. Iff. 

295 

XII. 3 

295 

xn .4 

236 

xll .6 

258 
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N umbers 

{continued) 

XII. 6-8 

291 

XII. 7ff. 

293 

XII. 1 1 

266f,293 

Xlllf. 

280 

XIV. 10 

239n. 

XIV. 2 1 

207,279 

XIV. 33f. 

280 

XIV. 39-45 

23711.. 280 

XV. 27-g 

258,267n. 

XV. 30*31 - 

264n. 

XVI 

368n. 

XVI. 2 - 7 <J 

290 

XVI. 4,22 

296n. 

xvi.7i^il 

.290 

XVI. 19 

239n. 

XVII.7[XVI.4i]>23gn. 

xvu. 8,151 

[xvi.43*5o]. 


29211. 

XVII. I I rxvi. 46 ], 26gnn. 
xw. 22 t.[ 7 f.]. 235n. 


xvnif. 

250 

xvm. 2 

23511 . 

xvm .5 

26gn. 

xvm. 6 

250 

xvm .20 40 4 

XIX. Iff. 

276 

XIX. 22 

276 

XX. Iff. 

I in. 

XX. 1 

280 

XX .6 

239 n., 296 n. 

XX. 86 , 12 , 24 , 296n. 

XX. 13 

I In., 207 

XX. 13,24 

12 

XX. 16 

285 

XXI. 4 

280 

XXI. 4b-9 2 i 9 n. 

XXI. 5 

153 

xxn-xxrv 

110,288 

XXII. 22 

286 

XXIII. 10 

153 

XXI V. 5flf. 367 

XXIV. 8 : 

1 4 

XXV. lofF. 

248 

XXVII. 2 

39on. 


XXVII. 12-23, 77n. 
xxvii.i 3 f., 296n. 
xxvn. 14 iin. 
xxvn. 100 
XXXI. 19 2 76 


XXXI. 50 27111. 
XxXl.54 243 
XXXII. 23 266 
XXXII. 36 I in. 
XXXV. 31 3 2 
XXXV. 33f* 274 


Deuteronomy 

l-IV 

70 

1 . 611.25 

280 

1. i9fF. 

280 

[.23 

294 

1- 35 

367 

1.37 

295 

[. 41ff. 

280 

1.46 

11 

[ 1 .14 

280 

n. 2ofF. 

294 

m. 18 

294 

III. 20 

224n. 

III. 23-7 

294 

111.24 

295 

III. 25 

367 

IV. 1 

I94n. 

IV. 1-2 

73n. 

IV. 2 

222 

00 

> 

95,196 

IV .8 

I96n. 

N. 9-20 

216 

IV. 13 

195 

IV. 19 

2i6n., 24in, 

N. 21 

295 

IV. 25-3 1 

346 

IV. 37 

285n. 

IV. 44 -XXX. 20,220 

IV.45£ 

220 

V 

191 

V. 2 ff. 

225 

V. 2-4 

193 

V. II 

183 

V. 15 

19811 ., 22611. 

V. 20-6 

294 

V. 27ff. 

220 

V. 28 

223 

V.31 

220 

VI. 4 

201,226 

VI. 4f. 

227,230 

VI. 4-XXVIII, 192 

VI. 5 

226n. 

VI. 6£ 

200 


VI. 10 223 

VI. 10-12 225 

VI. 13 1 8 3 n . 

VI.i 4 £ 204 

VI. 18 230n. 

VI. 2 of. 225 

VI. 25 379,383 

VII. If., i 6 fF., 74 ii. 

VII. 6 230 

VII. 6-8 178 

VII. 7-g 223 

VII. 8 223 

VII. 12 230n. 

VII. 16-26 73 

VII. 18 226n. 

VIII. I I94n.,230n. 

VIM. 2,18 226n. 

VIII. 3 282,288 

VIII. 5 224 

vin. 7 .g 224 

VIM. 7-10 367 

VIM. 15-18 282 

VIM. I 7 225 

vm. 19 24111 . 

[X.lff. 74n. 

[X. 1-6 73 

[X. 4-6 225,3 83 

[X. 6 , 13 231 

[X .7 226n. 

IX. g 294 

[X. 9, 11 , 15, 131 
[X.18 226n. 

[X.i8fF.,25fF., 294f. 

X. Iff. 21911 . 

X. 1-5 238 

X. 4 195 

X. 8 132,183 

X. 9 404 

X.12 226n. 

X. 13 I 95 , 226 n. 

X. I4£ 223 

X.16 397 

X. 22 23011. 

XI. 2 225 

Xi. 8 f. 230n. 

XI. 10 22411 . 

XI. 10-12 224 

XI. 29 i 8 n. 

XII-XXVI 226n. 

XII. I 23 on. 

XII. Iff. 2 ion. 
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Deuteronomy (c 0 n t i n u e d) 


XII. i-xvi. 

17, 226n. 

XII. 2-7 

227 

XII. 5, II, 

2i,i84n.,238n. 

xll.8-12 

227 

xn,9 

231 

xii. gf. 

224n. 

XII. IS 

157 

XII. 32 

73 n. 

XIII. 1 [xli. 

32], 222 

xlll.2-6[] 

[- 5 ], 228 

xin.2-6[l 

■s],9-i4 

[8-13],: 

13-19 [12-18], 


228 

XIII. 7 [ 6 ] 

1 210,2640. 

XIV 

27 

XIV. 1 

2o8n„ 224,2770 

XIV. If. 

230 

XIV. 4ff. 

208f. 

XIV. 14 : 

1 1 

XIV. 21 

197,209n. 

XIV. 24 

i84n. 

XV. ifF.,i 2 fF., 72 

XV. 2 

24in. 

XV. IS 

230n. 

X V . i 9 fF 

. 254 n. 

XVI. 1 

230n. 

XVI. Iff. 

24% 253 

XVI. 3,12 

226n. 

XVI. 18ff. 

373n. 

XVI. iS-xv 

111.22,22611. 

XVI. 20 

i94n.,23on. 

XV 1.21 

22 

XVI. 22 

22,2ion., 219n. 

XVII. 1 

I97n. 

XVII. 2-7 

22 8 

XV 11. 8fF, 

33,245 

XVII. II 

222n. 

XVII. 14 

230n. 

XVII. i 4 fF. 

75 , 23 on. 

XVII. 18 

77 

XVII. 19 

221n. 

XVIII. 1 

404 

XVIII. 8 

294 

XVUI.9-13 

1,14-21, 228 

XV111. g, 1 

1 2o8n. 

XVIII. 13 

2o8,372n. 

XVIII. 14-21, 228 

XVIII. 18 

99 

XIX. 1 

23011. 


XIX. I-XXI. 

9, 226n. 

XIX. 8 f. 

230 n. 

XIX. 14 

438 

XIX. 21 

203 n. 

XX. 1 

230nn. 

XX. 2 

75 

XX. 5 

74 

XXI. 1-g 

270 

XXI. 8 

27on.,3 85 

xxi.iO-XXIIi.i, 226n. 

XXI. 16 

204 n. 

XXI. 17 

197n. 

XXI .21 

264 n. 

XXI. 22£ : 

274 

XXII. 5 

19711 . 

XXII. 7 

194n. 

XXIII. iff. 

245 

XXIII. 1-8 

90 

XXIII. 1 1 

273 

XXIII. 18 

22,228 

XXIV. 4 

274 

xxrv .6 

197 

XXIV. 7 

191 

XXIV. 13 

379,383 

xxrv.i 8 : 

230n. 

XXV. Iff. 

373 

XXV. 3 

197 

XXV. 16 

I97n. 

XXV. 19 

224f. 

XXVI 

123,297 

XXVI. 1 

230n. 

XXVI. iff 

:254n. 

XXVI. sff. 

123 , 166 , 170 , 


176 , 281,357 

XXVI. s-g 

122 , 129,297 

XXVI. 9 - 1 ^ 

>> 367 

XXVI. 14 

208 n., 277 

XXVI. IS 

23 8 n. 

XXVI. 18 

230n. 

XXVII. 3 

22 in, 

XXVII. 9 

194 

XXVII. gf. 

i 8 n., 192,229 

XVXII. 10 

194 

XXVII. 1 Iff., 196 

XXV 11 . 15 

i 84 , 2 i 5 f. 

xxvn. I 5 ff., 190 , 194 , 203 , 


378 

XXV 11 . 16 

I 9 in. 

XXVII. 2 off., 264 

XXVII. 26 

221 n. 

XXVIII 

26 , 19611 . 


XXVUlf. 8 2 
XXVIII. 5 229 
XXVIII. 8 , 14,229 
XXVIII. g 230n. 

XXVIII. 10 184 
XXVIII. isff., 339 
XXVIII. 25 - 69 , 22iii.,23ln. 
XXVIII. 58 221n. 

Xxviii. 61 221n. 

XXVIII. 64 210 
XXIX 221n. 

XXIX. ifF. [xxviii, 69],220 

xx 1 x. 5 f.Uf-]> 282 

XXIX. iofF.[9ff.], 193 
XXIX. I 3 f.[l 2 f.]. 225 

XXIX. 2 o[i 9 ], 221n. 

XXX. I-10 346 

XXX. 6 397 

XXX. 10 221n. 

XXX. II 221n. 

XXX. 11 - 14 , 228,230 
XXX. 14 198 

XXX. Isff. 23 1 

XXXI. 9 fF, 220 

XXXI. 9 , 26 , 77 
XXXI. lof. 89n., 192 
XXXI. I 4 f. 236 
XXXI. 27 231 
XXXII. 6 14 2 
XXXII. 8 138n. 

xxxn. 8 [lxx], 178 
xxxu. 10 177n. 

XXXII. 16 204 
XXXII. 17 210 

xxxn. 47 339 
xxxn. 51 296n. 
xxxni. 2 8n., 23,366 

XXXIII. 8 1 in., 178,244 

XXXIII. 8f. I in., 12 
XXXIII. 10 245 
xxxni. 19 21 
XXXIII. 21 372n. 

XXXIV. la, 7-9, 7711. 
xxxrv .5 295 
XXXIV. 10 293 


Joshua 

l-X 118,301 

1 . 1-18 3030 . 

1.2 301 
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Joshua {continued) 

i. 2 f.,ii, 15 , 3oon. 

1.4 

304 

1.5 

303n. 

1 .7ff. 

304n. 

1.8 

200 

1.13.15 

224 n., 304 n. 

II 

300 

ll-lx 

297f-. 301 

ll-X 

298 

11.19 

385 

lll-VI 

236 

in. 1,7 

301 

III. 3 

132 

ni. 3,10 

303n. 

V.6 

304n. 

V. Bff. 

146 

VI. 19 

242 n. 

VII 

264 

vn. 3 

346 

vn. 13 

277n. 

VII .19 

358 

IX 

301 

IX. 6ff. 

129 

IX. 9 

184 

IX. 24 

3oon. 

X 

301 

X.42 

300 n., 302 

XI 

301 

XI. igff. 

254n. 

XI. 20 

302 n. 

XI. 23 

304n. 

XII. 1 

304 

XIII-XIX 

77 

XIII-XXI 

302 

XIV. 9 

30 on. 

XV. g-17 

299n. 

XXI. lof. 

c 

00 

XXI. 13-16 24sn. 

XXI. 43 

3oon. 

XXI. 43-45 304 

XXI. 44 

224n,30411. 

XXI. 45 

34on. 

XXII. 4 

22411 ., 340n. 

XXII. 5 

304n. 

XXII. 17 

26gn. 

xxn. 19 

299 n., 300 

XXII. 25 

299 

XXIII 

I25n.,i32,327 

XXIII. 1 

224n., 304n. 


XXIII. I- 16 30311 . 
XXIII. 3 3030 . 

XXIII. 5, 15300 n. 

XXIII. 6 304n. 

XXIII. 10 303 

XXIII. iifF. 303 


XXIII. 14 

304,34on. 

XXIV 

i6f., 132,170, 
281 

xxrv. 2 ff. 

, 122,176,357 

XXIV. 7 b 

281 

xxrv. 12 32gn. 

XXIV. 13 

3oon. 

xxrv. 14,23, 209 

xxrv. 19 

204 

XXIV. 23 

26n. 

XXIV. 25 

130 

xx1v.25ff.18n., l%n. 

XXIV. 31 

306 

Judges 

l.lff. 

iiin.,298 

1.16 

9 

1. 16ff. 

299 

1.27 

29911. 

1. 27ff. 

298 n. 

II. Iff. 

286 

Il.6ff. 

327 

11.7 

306 

11.17 

347 

ni. 9,15 

331n. 

III. 10 

331n. 

111.15&-29 328 

ivf. 

17 

IV. 4f- 

33»95 

IV.II 

9,64n. 

N. Is 

328n. 

N. 17 

9 

V. 

307,357 

V.4 

8n. 

v.4f. 

23,360 

V. II 

372n. 

V. 20 

357n. 

V. 23 

286,328,357 

V.24 

9 

viff. 

9 

VI. 1 Iff. 

146,286 

VI. ITff. 

287 

Vl.ipff. 

254n. 

VI.22fF. 

244n. 


VI. 24 

168 

VI.25 

22 

VI. 32 

2gn. 

VII. Iff. 

I7n. 

VII. 2lf. 

328n. 

VIII. 3 

I 53 n. 

VIII. 1 8 

419 

VIII. 22 - 3 : 

3 60 

VIII. 23 

332 

VIM. 26f. 

24 

IX 

52 

IX. 4 

22 

IX . Sff. 

Sg 

IX. 23 

52,3i6n. 

IX. 24 

385 

Ix. 27 

257n. 

x. 1-5 

33 

XI. S-ll 

gs 

XI. 24 

211 

XI. 27 

263 

XI.3of. 

254f. 

XII. 1-7 

329n. 

XII. 7 

33in. 

XII. 7-15 

33 

XIII 

333 f. 

xni.5,7 

6 2 

XIII. 11-17 

i82 

XIII. IS 

25411. 

XIII. 19 

244n. 

XIV.3 

272 

XIV. 18 

423n. 

XV. 18 

272 

XV. 19 

i53n. 

XVI . 17 

62 

XV 1.30 

153,334 

XVI. 3i/> ; 

333 

XVII 

216 

XVII-XXI 

332n. 

XVII. Iff. 

244 

XVII. 3 

242n. 

XVII. 4ff. 

216n. 

XVII. 5 

24 , 248 n. 

xvn .6 

332n. 

xxvni .25 

153 

xix. 22 ff 

> 3411 . 

XIX. 23 

267 n. 

XX. 6, 10 

264 n., 26711 . 

XX. 16 

263 

XX. i8,26f., 21 

XXI. 4 

255 

XXI. 25 

332n. 
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I Samuel 


l-lll 

38 

l-VI 

236 

rff. 

21 

1 . 11,28 

63 

II. 17 

256 

II. 20 

63 

II. 28 

24 , 248 n. 

n.35 

249 

III. 3-6 

237 

III. 14 

255 F 

111.18 

387 

IV-VI 

45 

IV. 4 

237 

V. 2 ff. 

22 

V. II 

328n. 

vi. 3 f., 8 ,i 7 , 259 

VI. 6 

250 H. 

VI. 13.19 

237 

VI. 14 

254f** 

vn .5 

97 n., 292 n. 

vu. 10 

328n. 

vn.i 5 fF. 

3 3 

VIII 

326 

VIII-XII 

120 

vin. ifF. 1 

6 0 

vni. 5,20 

326 

VIII.sf. 

3 3 in. 

VIII. 7 

326 

viii.i 1-17 

59 

IX-XI 

324 

IX-XXXI 

324 

IX. I-X. 16 325f- 

IX. 2 

4 in., 322 

IX. 3,20 

2i,257n. 

IX. 16 

326f. 

X .8 

2 in., 257n. 

X. I7-27<I 

326 

X. 23 

322 

X. 27 

36,58 

X. 27 ^x 1 . 

5 , 326 

XI. Iff. 

129 

XI. 12 

36 

XI. I 2 £ ! 

S 8 

XI.I 4 F 

2 in. 

XII 

I 25 n., 132, 


326 F, 346 

XII . ifF 

60 

XII. 7 

372n. 

XII. loF 

352 


XII. 12 

326 

XII. 19,23 

292n. 

xll.23 

97n. 

XIII-XV 

324 

XIII.2-XIV.46, 3 24 

XIII. 3ff. 

257n. 

XIII. 4, 7 

21 n. 

XIII. jb-is 324 . 11 . 

XIII. 8fF 

3250. 

XIII. g 

255 

XIV 

325 

XIV. 3 

24 

XIV. 6 

272 

xiv.l 8 f., 36 f., 244 

XIV. 24 

62 , 32511 . 

XIV. 24ff. 

267 

XIV. 2gf. 

325 

XIV. 36ff. 96 n. 

XV. 5F 

9 

XV. 6 

64n. 

XV .9 

325n. 

XV. 12 , 21 , 33 ,2in. 

XVI. ifF 

309 

XVI. 3 

32311 . 

XVI. 5 

21 , 27711 . 

XVI. 12 

322 

XVI. 14 5 

2 

XVI. i4f-309 

XVI. 14-11 Samuel v. 12, 59 


309 


XVI. 18 F 

430 

XVII 

54 

XVII. ifF .309 

XV II.45 

19 

XVII. 45-47, 329n. 

xvin-xx 

54 

XX. 6,29 

21,254 

XX. 25 

324 

XX. 26 

274 

XXI. 6 [ 5 ] 

273 

Xxl.7 [ 6 ] 

254n. 

xxn .7 

59 

XXII. 13 , 15 , 9611 . 

xxra .8 

130 

XXIII. gff. 

96 n. 

XXIV 

44,54 

XXIV . 7 

96 

XXIV. 12 

263 

XXIV. 14 

419 

xxiv, 16 

331n. 

XXIV.17 

373 


XXV 54 

XXV. 29 387 

XXV. 36-3 8 , 54 

XXVI 51,54 

XXVI. 9 96 

XXVI. 19 299 n., 26 in. 

XXV 1.20 299 
XXVIII 54.324 
XXVIII. 6 244 
XXVIII. 13 276 

XXIX. g 145,286 

XXX. 12 I53n. 

XXX. 29 g, 64n. 

XXXI 324 

II Samuel 

I 16 385 

II. I 96 n. 

11.4 309 

II. 8 29n. 

ni .33 38711 . 

V. 1-3 39 

V.3 130.309 

V. 8 153 

v.lO 52 

V . I 9»23 9611 . 

V . 21 ( 7 ) 4 in. 

VI 45 

VI. 5» 14 237 

VI. 6f. 206 

V 1 . 12 , 2 ofF.-i Kings ii. 49 

VI. 17 235 n., 23811 ., 254 

VI. 18 183 

VI. 23 312 

VII 40 , 3 iof., 3 ii, 

342.431 

VII. 2 3 son. 

VII. 4-8 6 1 

VII. 12 35in. 

vn. i 2 f. 341 

VII. 14 320n. 

VII. 24 i 69 n. 

VII. 26 184 

VII 1.15 37511 . 

VIII. 18 58 n. 

xx.ll 273 

XI. 27 3i4f. 

XII. ll 314 

XII. 24 314 ^- 

XIII. 2 267n. 
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II Samuel (continued) 

xin. 12 

264 n. 

XIV. 5ff- 

431 

XIV. 16 

272 , 299 n. 

XIV. 17,20 145,286 

XV. 7-9 

254 

XV. 7,iiF 

21 

Xv. 10 

3i9n. 

XVI. 8 

385 

XVI. 22 

314 

XVII. Iff. 

43i 

XVII. I I 

285n. 

xvn. 14 

314 F, 342 

xvm. 19 , 31 , 33 in. 

xlx. 20 [l? 

3 ] , 26 in. 

xlx.28 [27 

], 286 

XXI. 3 

255 , 262 n. 

XXI. 17 

34in. 

xxra. ifF 3 io£ 

XXIII.2 

96,323n. 

xxra. 3-5 

322 

XXm . 5 

41 

XXIV 

44 , 59 , 120,3 

XXIV. 10 

267 

XXIV. 12 ■ 

320 

XXIV. 17 

286n. 

XXIV. 23 

26 in« 

XXIV. 24fF43 

XXIV. 25 

255 

I Kings 


1.6 

4 in. 

1 . 26,27 

312 

1.39 

235 * 1 ., 238n. 

1.40 

319 

11.3 

339n. 

n.4 

340n. 

ll.5,3if- 

385 

n. 26 

58n. 

n. 35 

249 

III 

346 

lll.ifF 

334 

III.3 

34511 . 

III.4-I9 

41 

ni. 4,15 

255 

lll.5ff. 

97,320 

III. 6 

375n. 

111.28 

442 

IV. 7 

59 


IV 7ff. 

36 

v.9[lv.2 

91.442 

V. gff. [IV. 29 ff), 55 

V. i 6 f.[ 2 F ],429 

V. 17 I 3 J 

350n. 

V. 26 [i 2 ] 

130 

VI.1 

115 

VI. 12 

340n. 

VIII 

I25n. 

VIII. 2 

46 

VIII. 4 

23 8n. 

VIII. g 

2 i 9 n., 238 

VIII .12 

I20,i36n.,237 

V 111 . 12 F 

78 

VIII. ijf-, 34 , 36 . 53 . 56,33 

VIII. 20 

34on. 

VIII. 24 

343n. 

VIII. 25 

338 

VIII. 32 

265 

VIM. 32ff 

373 

VIII. 3 3 

358 

vin. 33,35 

346 

VIII. 41-43 90 n. 

VIII. 46 £ 346 

VIII. 56 

340n. 

VIM. 61 

337n. 

VIM. 63 

254 

IX. 3 

272 

IX. 4 

337n. 

IX. 5 

338 

IX. 25 

255f. 

X 

423 

X .9 

37511 . 

XI, 4 

337n..345 

xl .6 

345 

XI .11 

338 

XI. I3,32.36,34in. 

XI. 29-31 

, 36 F, 342 n. 

XI. 38 

345 

XII. 1-20,263 1 , 34211 . 

XII. 15 

52 , 3 i 6 n., 340n. 

XII. 19 

263 

xn. 25 ff. 

290 

xn. 26 fF 

5 8 

xll.27 

120 

xni .33 

248n. 

XIV. 8 

345 

xrv. 16 

340 

XIV. 22 

204 

xiv. 23 

22 n. 

xrv. 25 F 

349 


XV. 3,5,ii,345n- 

XV. 3 ,14 

337n. 

XV. 4 

341 n. 

XV. 5 

345n. 

XV. 12 

22 

XV. 23 

349 

XV. 26,34 

336n. 

XVI. I3,l9.26,344n. 

XVI. 19,26 336n. 

xvi. 27 

337n. 

XVII. 21 

3 86 n. 

XVII. 2lfF 

153 

XIX. 7 

286 

XIX. 8 

8 n. 

XX 

98 , 3420 . 

XX. 13 F 

9 8 

XX. 15 

59 

XX. 34 

129 

XXI .22 

344n. 

XXI. 29 

34on. 

XXII 

342n. 

XXII. 2 

345n. 

XXII. 8 , II 33gn. 

XXII. 19 

145 , 21911 . 

XXII. i9fF 23 

xxii. 46 

337n. 

XXII. 49 

349 

II Kings 

1.6 

340 

1 . 2-8 

274 

1.17 

340 

II. Iff. 

406 

11.12 

98 

In. 3 

344n. 

111.27 

211 

V.7 

274 

vi.i 8 ff. 

98 n. 

VI. 26 

415 

VII. Iff. 

98 n. 

VIII. 12 

237 

VIII. 19 

34in. 

VIII. 20 

263 

ixF 

71 

IX-X 

342 

IX. 13 

31911 . 

X. 10 

340n. 

X.15 

37211 . 

X. i5fF 

64 

K. 18 

241n. 
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I. 6 

145 

I. 8 

409 

n -3 

409 

11.9 

408 

II. 10 

390 

III 

411 

ni-XLu 
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III. 3 ^- 

39 on. 

111.8 
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Ivf. 

410 

IV. 17 

loi, 3 82n. 

v. 9 ff. 

449n. 

V. I 7 fF. 

402 

V.18 

274 

V.23 

130 

vl. 24 

412 

VI. 29 

414 

vn. iff. 

409 

VII. 12 

150 

VII. 19 

413 

Ix.2 

414 

ix. 3ff* 

359 n., l 6 $n. 

IX. 4 

44211. 

ix.4ff. 

360 

IX. 8ff. 

44911. 

IX. 12 

387 

XX. IsU I 2 iy 414 

Ix.29 

412 

IX. 32 £ 

413 

X. 2 

412 

X .7 

412 

X. 10 

426 

XII. 9ff. 

36511. 

xn. 9-25 

359n. 

xn. 13 

442n. 

xn. 24 

388n. 

xin. 3.13 

-16, 22,414 

XIV 

415 

XIV. Iff. 

45811. 


CIV. 4 1540 ., 414 

CIV. 13ff. 407n. 

av .21 389 

cv. 7f. 1560 . 

►:V. 8 442 

CV. I7ff. 409 
CV. 17-35 386 

CVI 410,413 

KVI. 7-17 412 
CVI. 8 412 

CVI. 18-22 410 
CVI. i 8 ff. 41 5n. 

KVI. 19^.415 
KVII. Iff. 410,413 
XVII. 3 f. 4 i< 5 n. 

xvra.5fF. 409 
XVIII. 5-21 3 86 
XVra.13 274 
XIX. 7 15 in. 

XIX. 23fr. 415 

XX. 5fF. 402n. 

XXII. 26 3 82n. 

XXIII. 3f. 415 
XXVI. 5if 365n. 

XXVI. 5-13 3 59n. 

XXVI. 7 I5I,361n. 

XXVI. iofF.360 
XXVI. 14 362 
XXVII. 5^-414 
XXVII. 10 3 8 2 n . 
XXVn.13-23, 38 6 

XVIII 441 , 446fF.,454 

XVm. 2 8 362n. 

XXIX. 14 414 
XXXI 414 f 

xxxn. 8 101 

xxxn. 18-20 loi 
XXXIII. 12 - 33 , 402 
XXXin.26 380 
xxxrv. 14 149 
XXXV. 10 359 
XXXVI. 27 ff., 36 In. 
xxxvn. 14 449n. 
xxxviiif 4i6f 
xxxvmfF. 138,151,425 

XXXVIII. 7 365,416 
xxxvm. 22-8, 36In. 
xxxvni. 36,365 
xxxvl 11.41, 186 
XXXIX. iff, 3610 . 

XXXIX. 17 365 


CXXIX. I9fF., 365 f. 


CL. Iff. 

416 

YL. 24 

365 

YLII. 5 

418 

KLII. 7 F 

409 

KLII. 7-17 

408 

KLII. 17 

39011, 


Proverbs 

[-IX 

43711., 44if., 

[. 5 

443f-.445. 

457 

421 

7 

433 

[. 20 

443 

[. 23 

101 

[.24ff. 

445n. 

[1.4 

443 

[I. 5-8 

443 

[IL 13 

443 

[n. 18,22 

443n* 

m. 19 

444 , 447 ^ 

in. I 9 £ 

I 39 , 442 n. 

IV, 6 

444 

rv.7 

443 

IV. I 3 , 22 f. 

443n- 

VI. 1-19 

443 n. 

vn.4 

44.4 

vin 

445^,451 

VIII. isf 

445 

viii. 22 

142,445 

VIII. 22ff. 139,441,448, 

VIII. 28 

451 

152 

Vin.35 

443,444,448 

VIII. 36 

263,444 

IX. 3 

451 

IX. 10 

433 

xff. 

442 

x-xxn. 16 

437n. 

X-XXIX 

430 ,441 

X.9 

435 

X. 12 

432 

X. 13 

423 n. 

X. 14 

428 

X. 17 

43 Ill. 

XL 1,20 

43 711- 

XI. 2 

419 

XI. 15 

437 

XI. 24 

419 
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43 In. 
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420,43 In. 
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432 

XV. 5.32 43in. 
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XV. 18 

432 

XV. 22 
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XV. 26 

364 

XV .32 

43 In. 

XV. 33 

433 

XVI. 1 

438 

XVI.2 

437n., 439 

XVI. 5,7 

43 7n. 

XVI. 6 

438 

XVI. 9 

4391452 

XVI. 10 96 

XVI. 12 

430n. 

XVI. 17 

437£ 

XVI. 18 

419 

XVI. 24 

364,431 

XVI. 33 

439n. 

XVII. 3 

43 7n. 

XVII. IS 

43611., 437 n. 

XVII. 27 

432 

xvn.27f. 422 

XVIII. 2,6 428 

XVIIL 5 

438 

XVIII. 10 

184 

XVIII. 12 

419 

XVIII.21 

434 

XIX.2 

263 

XIX. 5 

438 

XIX. 12 

430n. 

XIX. 14 

438 

XIX. 20 

43 111 . 

XIX. 21 

439 

XIX. 27 

43In. 

XX. 2, 8 , 26 , 28 , 430n. 


XX. 8 430 

XX. 10,23 437n. 

XX. 12 139 

XX. 17 420,42311. 

XX. 24 439 

XXL I 43on.,439n. 

XXL 3 43711 . 

XXL 26 374 

J^XI. 30 440 

XXI. 3of. 439 

xxn .2 4i9n. 

XXII. 8 435 

XXII. 1 1 437n. 

XXII. IS 43 in. 

XXII. 17-21, 440 n. 

XXII. 19 440 

XXII. i 9 -XXni.II, 42911. 
XXII.24 432 
XXII. 26 437 

XXII. 28 438 

XXII. 29 430 
XXIII. I 433 

xxm. 3 43 on. 

xxm.p 43 in. 

XXIII. 13 43111. 
xxin. I 3 f. 420 
XXIII. 23 43 In. 

XXIV. 12 437n. 

XXIV. 13 42411 . 

XXIV. 21 430n. 
xxv-xxix 43 7n. 

XXV. 2 4390. 

XXV. 5 436n. 

XXV. 9 , II, Is, 43111. 
XXV. 14 423 , 424 

XXV. IS 420 

XXV. 19 26611 . 

XXV. 23 424 

XXVI. 4£ 422,43111. 

XXVI. II 423,42411. 
XXVI. 12 428 

XXVI. 15 423n. 

XXVI.20 424 
xxvl.27 428 
XXVI. 27 ?. 266n. 
xxwl.7 420 
xxvn. II 43 In. 

XXVII. Is 423n. 

XXVII. 17 424 
XXVII.20 424 
XXVIII. I, 10, 17 f., 266n. 


XXVIII. 26 428 
XXIX. 4» 12 , 14 , 26 , 430n. 
XXIX. 6 , 23 , 25 , 266n. 
XXIX. 7 374 

XXIX. 13 41911 . 

XXIX. 20 428 , 43111 . 

XXIX. 26 439 n. 

XXX. Iff. 45 3 n. 


XXX. 1-4 

454 

XXX. I 5 f. 

425 

XXX. i 8 f. 

425 

XXX. 24fF. 

425 

Ecclesiastes 

1.3,13 

458n. 

I. 4ff. 

455 

11.10, 2 I 

455n. 

II. 18, 2 ofF. 458 n. 

II. 25 

4J7n. 

III.l 
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ni. 9ff- 
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III. 10 , 13 458 n. 

III. 13 

457n. 
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III. 19 

458 
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455n. 
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458n. 
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45511 ., 457 , 45811 . 

vl.6 

458n. 
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458 

VI. 12 

458 

vn. 3,9 

422n. 

vn .6 

4.24 

vn. 14 

457n. 

VII. IS 

458 

Vln.7 

458 

vin. i 4 fF, 

458 

VIII. IJ, 17 458 n. 

VIII. 17 

455,457 

IX. 1-3 

458 

IX. 7b 

457 

IX. 7ff. 

4J7n. 

IX. 7 “io 
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IX. 9 

455n. 

X .7 

457 

XL If. 
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455 

XL 9 
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xn. 9-ii» 12-14, 455n. 

Ruth 

I. 8f. 52 

II. 12, 20 52 
IV . I 3 f. 52 


Song of 

Solomon 

VI. 10 
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Lamentations 

1.8 

8 in. 
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377n.,38on. 

ra. 24 
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III. 55-57 

40 in. 

IV. 20 
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V 

392n. 
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V.2I 

81 

Esther 


m. 8 

92 n. 

Daniel 


I 

202 

II 

161 

11. 28 
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n. 31ff. 

453n. 

ni.23n.(LXx), 36sn. 
in.ji-iv.34[iv],358 

IV. 2, 7 , IC 
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N.5£, 15 [ 8 f., 18 ], I02n. 

N. i 6 fE [i 9 ff.], 45 in. 
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3S3 
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I 02 n, 

V. 13ff. 
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45in. 
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VIII. Iff. 
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Vln .9 

30511 . 


IX 
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377n. 
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372 n. 
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45 in. 

IX. 24 
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X. Iff. 

45in. 

XI. 16 , 41 , 45 , 3oSn. 
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Ezra 


1. Iff. 

86 

III. 2,4 

352n. 

IV . iff. 

87 
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89 n. 
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85 

VI. IS 

86 

VI. 21 

352n. 

VII-X 

89 

vn. 6 , II 

88 
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VII. 12-26 88 

IX 

358 

ixf. 
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377n. 

X. 7ff. 

358 
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87 
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IX 
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I 24 n. 
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87 
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29n. 
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xxvm .9 
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xn.9 
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1.9 
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38311. 
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383 n. 
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VI. I 
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XX. Iff. 
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i.8£ 
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285n. 
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4 4 4 

NEW 

TESTAMEI 

Acts 


II. 20^>£ 
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(S yriac) 
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NAM E AND SUBJ ECT INDEX 


Abandonment by God: 324f., 398 
Abraham, stories of: i7of., 379 
accession of king : 3 19 ^* 
amphictyony: i6f., 29 , 43 £, 73 
angel of Jahweh: 285ff. 
anointed, the suffering : 3 i6f. 
anthropological conceptions :\S2{., 3 56 
apocalyptic :407f. 
ark: I 7 ff, 45 , 234 fF. 
assimilation: 23 f. 
atonement: 254 fF., 262ff. 


Baal cult: 2 ifF., 28 f., 62 fF., 227 f. 

beautiful, the: 364S. 
blood-feud : 3 i 


Canaanite cults: see BaAL Cult 
census: 59» 3l7f» 
chaos: l44,i5of., 361 
charismatic persons: 93 fF. 

Chronicler’s history: lOO, 127, 347 ff- 
circumcision: 79, 84 
commandments, interpretation of: 198 
commandment series: I 94 f. 
commandment to love God: 201 
courtly style: 32if. 
covenant: I 29 flf., 311 
Covenant, Book of: 3iff.,202f., 221 
Covenant,’ festival of renewal of: 10, 
I 7 f., 88 f., 192,220 
Creation, beliefs about: 28, i 36 fF., 
449ff- 

cult: 24 f., 368 f., 396 f. 

cyclical thinking, 330 , n. 6 , 455 , 458 


David: 36ff.; Deuteronomistic picture of, 
120,317f., 345 ; Chronicler’s picture of, 
120, 3i7£»35off. 


dead, cult of: 276f. 
death: 275 fF., 369 f., 387 fF., 405 ff. 
Decalogue:i 8 , 189 n.4, 190ff. 
deliverance from Egypt: 175ff. 
demons : 278 

demythologising:24n., 28 
Deuteronomy: 7 iff., 99, 2i9fF. 
Deuteronomistic history: 8if., 126, 
327f.,334ff., 352 


Election: 178, 352 
election traditions: 47, 69 
enlightenment under Solomon : 48 ff., 
55 , I 40 f, 3 i 6 f, 425,429 
enthronment of Jahweh: 363 £ 
ephod: 24 
exile: 8 Iff. 

Ezra: 88 £ 


Eaith: 17, i 7 o£, 378 £ 

fall of Man: 154S., 157, 159!. 

fate-charged sphere, fate-effecting act 

264 f£, 269 f£, 3845 *., 412 ,427£. 436, 
458 

folly: 428£ 


Glory of God: 146, 239£ 
gratitude : 224 £ 

guilt, objective : 266f£, 384£, 4I2£, 

436,458 


Heart: 153 

history, theological writing of: 5 of£, 
i 27 £, 3 i 6 fF. 
holiness: 204 ^!, 272ff. 

Hosts, Jahweh of: 18f. 
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humanism: 55 

hymns: 24, 357 ff-. 36 off. 


Ideal of culture: 43Iff. 
illness: 274 £ 

image of God in man: 144 , 2 i 8 n. 
images: 2 i 2 fF. 
imageless worship: 2 i 2 fF. 
individualism: 22611 ., 39 iff., 443 

Jacob, stories of: lyif, 

Jahweh: lof. ; of Hosts, I8f. ; name of, 
lypff.; as Cause of all things, 385 f. 
Job: 390. 4 o 8 ff. 

Joseph, stories of: I72f., 316, 431, 440, 
454 

Judaism: 89 fF., lOif., 201 f. 

Judges, lesser: 3 3 

judgment, doxologies of: 342, 357ff-. 

380 

justice: 94, 322 

Kenites, Kenite hypothesis: 19 
king as God’s Son: 41 
kingdom: 3gf. 

Laments: 3988 *., 40 ifF. 

land, promised: 296 !?. 

law: ipfF., 9 ofF., I 93 ff. 20 ofF., 352; 

divine, 3off. 
legalism: 90 fF., 2oIf. 

Levi, Levites: 12 , 7 if., 75, 101, 221, 
244 , 249 £, 290 , 35 off. 
lex tali on is: 203n. 
liturgies at the gate: 377f. 

Magic: 183,271 

manna: 282f, 
man’s bodily form: 145 
messianic tradition: 316, 351 
miracle: 449f. 


monotheism: 2ioflf. 

Moses: I 3 f., 289 ff., 351 

mysticism : 3 82, 402flf. 
myth: 141, 390 

Name, the divine: lof., i79fF. 

Nathan, prophecy of: 40, jiofF., 321, 

34if. 

Nazirites: 62ff. 

Nehemiah: 87 

numerical proverbs: 425,446 

Oath of purification: 4 i 4 f. 
office : ggff.; royal, 3 17 


Paradise: 140, 224 
Passover: I5» 253 f. 
patriarchs, God of: 6 ff. 
peace: 130 
physicians : 275 
pilgrimage festivals : I 9 ff. 
poor and wretched: 400 fF. 
priesthood : 244 fF. 

Priestly Document: 77 ff.» 99^-t 
I56f., 161, i69f.,232fF. 
priestly oracle of weal: 40 if. 
priestly valuation: 246 f., 26 off., 379 f. 
prophets: 64 fF., 96 ff., 120, 128,279, 
291 . 293 f., 34 o£ 
proselytes : 90 

Rechabites: 63ff. 

Red Sea, miracle at: I 2 £,i 75 ff, 
rest: i47f-> 224 £, 304 

righteousness :SToff**4i4ff- *» Ezekiel’s 

excursus on, 378 

royal office : 3 1 7 
royal psalms: 318 

Sabbath: 16 , 79 , 83 £, 148 

sacrifices : 25 off. 


NAME AND 


Samson: 333f. 
sanctuaries: 2 i£ 

saving history: 344; summaries of, 

I2lff., 129 

scepticism: 392 £, 453ff. 
sill, concept of: iJ 7 ff-, 262ff. 

Sinai: 8 flF., 187ff. 

Sinai tradition: 8ff,i88£ 
soul: 153 

Spirit of Jahweh: 323 

spiritualising of cultic concepts: 368 £, 
395ff- 

State, formation of: 36, 39 
statehood: 90 

Succession Document: 52, 3 i 2 f£, 318, 

341. 350 


Tabernacle: 234 ff., 351 
Table of Nations: i 6 iff. 

Temple in Jerusalem: 43 £, 47 £, 61, 86 £ 
tent, the holy: 234 fF. 




SUBJECT INDEX 483 

tetragrammaton: see Jahweh, name of 
thanksgiving, hymns of: 359 ^- 
theologising of cultic concepts: 228, 

396 

theophany: 3 66 
Torah: 22 i£, 245 £ 
tradition, unions of: 221 , 338f. 
tragedy: 172, 325, 4j8f. 


Wandering in the Wilderness: 280ff. 
war, holy: 17, 307 

Wisdom: 139 . 143, 151, 4i8fF.; teachers 
of, 55, loi 

world, understanding of: 152, 218, 426 £. 
worship: see Cult 


Zadok, Zadokites : 249 
zeal of Jahweh: 203ff. 
Zion, tradition of: 46f. 





